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THE 


PREFACE. 


1 HE Pefigy of the following Diſ- 
cauſe, 1s to Viedicate the Do- 
drine of Chriſt's Satisfation 

from the Socinian. Qbjezons, 

Which, that 1 might do mare Effeftually, 
1 ſet my ſeif to confider the Force and 
Strength of all that Crellins bad produ- 
ced iu this elaborate Anſwer to Gratius. 
Far 1 have aiways.endeavoured to. under- 
Rand the right tate of a Queſtion, before 
T undertook it; and when 1 bad done that, 
Trhave taken as much Care, as T could, to 
repreſent it truly to others. Which made 
me wot a little ſurprized, when 1 found 
our modern $ocinians i» their. late Pams Conſidera- 
phlets to charge Me as well as others, with the Expli- 
not.reading, their Books, upon this Queſti- cations of 


the Trini- 


on,and wholly miiſtakingthe State af the - in the 


FI > | T might P. 31. 


WW. 


Anſw. to 
Serm. p.12. 
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IT might peradventure have entertained a 
more favourable Opinion of them, than I 
now have. But it was upon a diligent 
Conſideration of the utmoſt I could find 
was ſaid by their beft Writers, that I ſo 
long fince ſatisfied my ſelf, that if the Books 
of the New Teſtament are tobe our Rule of 
Faith, they were extreamly miſtaken. In- 
deed, our Unitarians (as they call them- 
ſelves) ſeem to go another way to work ; 
which is, by undermining the Authority of 
theſe Books, and ſo to introduce Deiſm a- 
mong us ; (of which 7 hope to give an_Ac- 
count in' another Diſcourſe. But my pre- 
ſent buſineſs is to'lay openthe true ſtate of 
this Controverſie between us. In their 
Anſwer to my Sermon (which ts here Re- 
printed) they ſay, That the Unitarians 
never denied, as I fancy., that Jeſus 
Chriſt made himſelf a voluntary Sacri- 
fice for -Expiation of the Sins of Man- 
kind. "If this be true, 1 confeſs, T have 
miſtaken them ; but if the contrary prove 
very true from their own Writings, what 


do theſe -Men- deſerve, for 'Wenying that 


which they know to be true? For it is 
hardly poffible' to ſuppoſe ſuch bold Under- 
takers, as they are, ſhould be ignorant that 


+ Socinus abſolutely denied, 'Lhat Chriſt 
' made himſelf a voluntary Sacrifice for 


Expiation 
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Expiation of the Sins of Mankind: For 
in his Anſwer to Volanus, he ſaith, That _ _ 
he and moſt others are-greatly. miſtaken ''®'?" 
when they fay, that: Chriſt offered up 
himſelf to God, when his Blood was 
ſhed upon the Croſs: And: he pofitively 
afirms, That the. Sacrifice which Chriſt 
offered was not upon the Croſs, but in 
Heaven. Theſe Paſſages gave great of- 
fence to one Niemojevius, a Friend of his, 
who in his firſt Epiſtle to him, calls it, A Socin. E- 
horrid Paradox, and dire&ly contrary to 22-196: 
Scripture, and wonders what he meant 
to write ſo confidently againſt tlie plain 
Teſtimonies of Scripture. Socinus 2# 
anſwer tohim, ſaith, It is no more than 
himſelf had aſſerted ſome Years before, 
in his Book De Servatore; and others of p- 204 
their Party before him. Axd he lays 
down, as his Concluſion, which he defires 
his Friend to bring hs Arguments againſt, 
viz. That” the Expiatory - Sacrifice of 
Chriſt for our Sins was not performed 
on the Croſs, but in Heaven. Niemoje- 
vius brings expreſs places of Scripture a- 
gainſt this Opinion ; and ſaith, He could p: 224. 
by no means excuſe ſuch »plain Oppoſi- 
tion to the words of Scripture. Soci- 
nus z# his Reply perſiſts in ſaying, That p. 226. 
there was no Expiatory Sacrifice tor Sin 

A 3} in 


vi, 


P. 254- 
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in the Death of Chrift ; and that it ought 
to be conſidered as an -Ihtervening Con- 
dition in order to the Expiation in Hea- 
ven, and not 'orherwiſe ; &at he will by xo 
means affow ary Proof of any Sacrifice of 
the Expintion on the Croſs. And /o the 
Diſpute ended. With what face can they 
gow ſay, That the Unitarians never de- 
nied this, whzn Socintls av? only doth ir, 
but defends it, ro the toff, and ſaith, 
That others had done it before him : 
Fhich fhews, that it was uo fingular Opi- 
#iow of his own, but that which had been 
received among the Unitarians before him. 

But ſay they, The Unitarians ever ac- 
knowledged that the Lord Chriſt was an 
Expiatory Sacrifice for our Sins, as may 
be ſeen in the Racovian Caterhifm. Tha 
# indeed a wonderfull Proof, they ever 
acknowledged it, as may be feen in the 
Racovian Catechiſm : Were there no Uni- 
tarians Zefore the Racovian Catechiſm ? 
And was that always the ſame > Suppoſe the 
Unitarians hefore, were af another Opinion 
fuppoſe the Racovian Catechiſm it ſeff hath 
been altered in this matter : how canany Man 
of Senſe be ſatisfied with ſuch kind of Ar- 
guments as theſe 2 One would think, they 
wrote onely for ſuch as would take their 


Fords ; they joyn ſo much Confidence 4 
0 
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fo ery little appearance of Reaſou. All 
that know any thing of theſe Matters, know 
very well, that the Racovian Catechiſm 
was firſt framed by Smalcius, a firitt Fol- 
lower an Defender of Sacinus, from whoſe 
Opinions he did not vary at all as to this 
matter, as will appear from all the old E- 
ditions of it. In which the Queſtion is 


Vy. 


put, What is the Reaſon of the Suffe- Catech. 
rings of Chriſt? The Anſwer is twofold ; w__ G 


I. To bean Example of Patience. 2. To 
confirm the Truth of God's Promiſes. 
And after theſe are explained , another 


Queſtion is asked, Is there no other Cauſe Q 12. 


of the Death of Chriſt 2 The A»ſwer is 
very fhort , Nulla prorſus, None at all. 
And in the Conclafion of that Chapter a 


Queſtion is put about Sacrifices, and the Q. 38. 


Anſwer is, That the Death of Chriſt was 
no Sacrifice, but only a Preparation to 
it, and a kind of IntroduQion to it, for 
the Sacrifice was offered in Heaven and 
not before. Fave we wot now great E- 
vidence to believe from the Racovian Ca- 
techiſm, that Jeſus Chriſt made himſelf a 
voluntary Sacrifice for Expiation of the 
Sins of Mankind 2 But befides the Ra-» 
covian Catechiſm , they referr me to 
Schlictiogius aud Ruarus. For what, 7 
pray > For what the Unitarians always 

A 4 beld 2 
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held > That is impoſſible; when there. is 
ſuch evident Proof/ts the.contrary. T fap- 

poſe their meaning is, That. the Racovian 
Catechiſm, being reviewed by: them: 

ſpeaks otherwiſe. And is 'this a good 

Proof, that they were always of that mind, 

becauſe from hence it is evident they bave 
changed it? Aud ſo it will appear to any 

one that will compare the ' latter Editions 

Eatech. with the former. In the laſt Edition I 
_ have ſeen, as it is review'd by Schlictin- 
AD.168c. gius, Ruarus, aud others, there is a Pre- 
face, wherein they confeſs it is changed in 

ſeveral things from what it - was, when it 

was firſt publiſhed by Moſcorovius, A. D. 

1609, and yet the Unitarians were ſtill of 

the ſame mind, although ſome;more foftning 
Expreſſions were for meer ſhame thought 

fit to be inſerted. In this Corref Editi- 

on, the (Queſtion is put, Why was it ne- 

ceſfary for Chriſt to ſuffer as he did 

P- 14!- And the Anſwer is twofold ; 1. 'T hat 
Chriſt ſuffered for our Sins by God's ap= 
pointment, and underwent a cruel Death 

as 2 Sacrifice of Expiation. Who conld 

mmagzy this to be the Racovian Catechiſm 

fill: 2. Becauſe thoſe: who are to be 

ſaved by him are ſubje& to the like Suffe- 

rings. This is ſomewhag a dark Reaſon ; 

ut the former is that which we are to con- 


fer. | Chriſt, 


— — — 
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Chriſt, ſay they, ſuffer'd for theſins of 
Mankind, and was'a Sacrifice of Expia- 
tion by his Death. What can we defire 
more 2 ſhall we: always maintain diſputes 
about Words , when we agree in Senſe? 
.No, that is not the Caſe, Fat we may ſeem 
to agree in Words and differ in Senſe. 
That therefore muſt be more ſtridtly exa- 
mind, But becauſe they ſometimes ſeem 
to be diſpleaſed that we take their Opi- Conſide- 
nion from foreign Writers, (fnce they 7jmons 0 
here ſet up for themſelves and are ſo able —— 
to expreſs their own Senſe) and becauſe the Trini- 
they refer me to their own late Prints in ;} &., A 
the Engliſh Tongue, therefore I ſhall Ap- 32. 
ply my ſelf to them, to find out what their 
true Senſe in this matter is. And they artues 
feem freely to tell us what they deny and to my 
what they affirm. Serm. p. 

1. They deny that this Sacrifice was 
by way of true and proper Satisfaction 
or full and adequate Payment to the 
Juſtice. of God. | 

2. They affirm, that this Sacrifice 
was only an Oblation, or Application 
to the Mercy of God. 

In another Place they complain, that Anſw. to 
very few of their Adverſaries have re- *£%. p58. 
ally underſtood what they affirm or de- 
ny concerning the Caules or Effects of 

our 


I'2, 
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our Saviour's death. Ad they ſay, 'the 
Queſtion is oaly this, Whether the Lord 
Criſt ofierd himſelf as ſuch a Sacrifice, 
Oblation or Price as might be made to 
the Juſtice of God, by way of Equiva- 
lent for what we (ſhould have ſufterd-; 
or was an Oblationor Satisfaction as all 
former -Sacriftces under rhe Law were, 
eo the Mercy of God by way of Hum- 
ble Snit and Deprecation ? Sv that chey 
will no longer Diſpute with us, aboat the 
Death of Chriſt being an Expiatory Sacri- 
fice for the ſins of Mankind ; ara fo 7bis 
Point ſeems wholly gamed. But we muſt 
have a Care of being deceived by them. 
For the Scripture was too tlear uni full to 
be born «own by the Anthority or Evajions 
of Socinus ; and therefore they found it 
neceſſary to comply in Terms, as loug as 
they coald keep to their own Notions under 
them. But what wu the true Meaning of 
ah Expiatory Sacrifice to the Mercy of 
God? If it be nomore but as a Condition 
intervening, Socinus world net allow that 
to make an Expiatory Sacrifice, and there- 
in he was in the Right. 
The main Point then between us ſeems 
| to be whether the Death of Chriſt had Re- 
Anſw. to [pet to the Juſtice or to the Mercy of 


Milb.9-53- God 2 And here we muſt conſider what they 
| under- 
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underſtand by the Juſtice of God. 

r. They ſay; that Almighty God as 
King and Proprietor of all Perfons and 
Things, cati forgive any Offence or all 
Offences, even without Repentance or 
Amendment, nor is it contrary to his 
Juſtice ſo todo. 


xt. 


2. That it is not the Juſtice of God, 


by which he is prompted to'puniſh ſin- 
- ners, but his Holineſs and Wiſdom, and 
that Juſtive hath no other ſhare or inte- 
reſt in Puniſhment, but only to ſee thar 
Puniſhment be not miſplaced, and thar 
it do not exreed the Offence. 

3. That God could not (juſtly or 
wiſely ) ſubſtitute an innocent and well 
deſerving Perſonto undergo Punifhment, 
properly fo called m the Place of the 
unnghteous and worthfefs, becauſe it is 
of the. Nature of Juſtice not to mifptace 
Paniſhmems. 

4. Thar Chrift conld not offer trim- 
felf freely for ns to undergo the Paniſh- 
ment due to us, nor could God accept of 
it, or allow it: becaule it is of the very 
Eſfence of Juſtice not to miſplace Pu- 
nrfhment and not to exceed the Deſert 
of the Offence, which they ſay are the 
two things that conſtitute the Nature of 
Punitive Juſtice, 

In 
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Trinitari- Jy ay other place, they ſay,” That Chriſt 


Rolls. made himſelf an Oblation, an Expiatory 
p-18. Sacrifice. on the Altar of the Croſs for 
our Sins. But his Sufferings were not 
(as Trinitarians teach) deſigned as a Pu- 
niſhment laid on him in our ſtead, | be- 
"cauſe Puniſhment is the evil-of Suffer- 
ing inflicted for the evil of Doing ; but 
Chrift: having done no fin ; what he un- 
derwent 'was only labour and ſuffering 
and no Puniſhment. And again they ſay, 
the Oblation was not -made to the Ju- 
ſtice, but to the Mercy of God.:' But 
p. :9. the Sufferings of Chriſt being graciouſly 
accepted by God, as an Interceſſion on 
our bchalf, God was ſatisfied withthem, 
and this, they ſay, is the proper Notion 
Anſw.to Of Satisfaction. The ſame they repeat in 
the Arch- orher places. And if no more were to be 
32. _ regarded but meer Words, this Controver- 
ſy were at an Fund ; for they own Chriſt's 
Death to be an Expiatory Sacrifice for 
the Sins of Mankind, and that he made 

by his Sufferings Satisfation to God, 
But I ſhall now make it appear, that 
whatever they pretend, they do really own 
0 ſuch thing as the Death of Chrift being 
an Expiatory Sacrifice for the Sins of 
Mankind. However, we have this Ad- 
vantage by theſe Conceſſions, that the 
Scrip- 
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Scriptures ate yielded to be on. our fide, 
and that they are forced to ſpeak 'as we do, 
whatſoever their - meaning be. ' But that 
they do not own' any proper Expiatory Sa- 
crifice in the Death of Chriſt, wiZ beſt 
appear by an Account of the Riſe and Pro- 
orels of this Controverſy , and of the true 
State of it. A 2002 

The firſt Riſe of it was from the Multi- 
tudes of Places of Scripture, which Attri- 
bute all the proper Effeits of an Expiatory 
Sacrifice to the Death of Chriſt. And , 
that by thoſe who beſt underſtood for what 
End it was that. Chriſt ſuffer 'd, and had 
0 Intention to Deceive or to Amuſe Man- 
kind, I mean our Saviour and his Apoſtles. 
Our Bleſſed Saviour himſelf ſaith , That 
the Son of Man came to give his Life a Matt. 20. 
Ranſom for many. A Ranſom as 70, | 
what ? Surely not as to the Mercy of God. ,;. © 
But Chriſt's Death was a Ranſom as zt was 
au Expiatory Sacrifice ; and if the one 
reſpetts the Mercy of God, the other muſt 
do ſo too. They may ſay, the Ranſom is 
trom (the Puniſhment of Sin, but this 
Ranſom might be made as to the Mercy 
of God, which delivers trom it. But a 
Ranſom is ſomething. which is paid or laid 
down.as a Price of Kedemption ; and was 
very well underjiood in that Senſe among 

_ the 


the Jews ; who all knew that by their Law, 
Levit. 17. the Blood of the Sacrifices was appoin- 
_— ted to be a Ranſomfor their Souls: © For 
it is the ' Blood that maketh an Atone- 
ment for the Soul. To which the Apoſtle 
Heb. 9.22. refers, when he ſaith, that without thed- 
ding of Blood, there is no Remiffion, 
So that hereby the Jews underfload theſe 
things. (1) That there was a Puniſhment 
due to their Sins fromwhich they could ex- 
pet wo Deliverance but by the Blood of Sa- 
crifices as a Raulom or Price of Redemption 
for them. (2) That as the Puniſhment 
became due by the Law, and the Execu- 
tion -of #t was by the Fuftice of God, ſo 
the Ranſom or Price of Redemption muſt 
be by way of Satisfattion to the Law, in 
ſuch -a manner as it had appointed. (;) 
That they had no other Notion of an Expi- 
atory 'Sacrifice, but the Offering the Blood 
of the Sacrifice for an Atonement in or- 
der to the Averting the juſt Diſpleaſure of 
Godl againſt them for their Sins ; and this 
was that, which they underſtood by Expia- 
tion or Remiſſion of Sins. (4) That 
the 'Expiation did wot depend upon the Sa- 
erdfice, as an intervening Condition, as to 
the Party who therehy performed an Att 
of Obedience, but upon the Nature of the 
Sacrifice which was offer'd to God. For, 


what- 
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whatever had been required, the Obedience 


had been the ſame ; but bere the great. 


Force is laid on the Blood being offer d for 
Expistion. (5) That however the Mer- 
cy Ml Ged was feeu both in the dppointing 
and Accepting the Ranſom ; yet the Ex- 
piatory Sacrifice was never wnderſood Ly 
them to Reſpef the Mercy of God, but 
his Juſt Diſpleaſure againf their Sins. 
What ſtrange Language would it have been 
thought among the Jews to offer an Expia- 
tory Sacrifice to the Mercy of God ? 
But Men that bring in New Dollrines, 
muſt make a New Senſe of Werds and 
Phraſes ; or elſe they can never recoacile 
them to each other. And it is a mighty 
Advantage to our Canſe, that we ander- 
ſtand the Expreſſrons of the New Teſtament 
with Reſpect to theſe Matters, no ether 
wiſe than the Jews underſtood them, ameng 
whom they were ſpoken; aud who had their 
own Law to interpret. them by. Onur pre- 
ſent Unitarians do not deny that the Sacri- 
fices under the Law had an immediate Re- 
ſpe to God ; but they ſay, it was not by 
way of Satisfaction to the Juſtice of God, 
but by way of Application to the Mercy 
of God by way of humble Suit and De- 
precation. 

But if there were ſuch a Sanitten of the 


Law, 


XYs 
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Law, whereby an Obligation to Puniſhment 
did follow the Offences forbidden by it -; If 
the Juſtice of God were concerned to ſee the 
Puniſhment executed , if the Law were 
not ſatisfied ; If the Sacrifice of Atonement 
or Expiation were _—_— for ſatisfaition 


of the Law; and God did accept it for 
that End, then it follows that theſe Sacri- 
fices were intended not meerly as Rites of In- 
terceſſion and Deprecation to the Mercy 
of God ; but by way of Satisfaction to his 
Juſtice. For was it not Juſtice in God to 
puniſh Offenders againſt his Law? Was it 


not Fuſtice in God to require a Satisfattion 


to his Law when it was broken2 Was it 
wot Fuſtice in God, when he had declared 
that he would accept a Sacrifice of Atone- 
ment, to require that inſtead of the Puniſh- 
ment of the Offenders, and to puniſh thoſe 
who wilfully neglefted or deſpiſed it > 
How then, can they pretend that theſe 
Sacrifices had no Reſpect to the Juſtice 
of God ? We never read in Scripture any 
Expreſſions, as to the Methods of Suppli- 
cation like this, That the Blood ot the 
Sacrifices was to expiate for their Sins ; 
and that it was given for an Atonement 
for the Soul. Is zt ever ſaid, that Prayer 
and Supplication was to make a Sacrifice of 
Atonement, and that it was appointed for 

that 
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that End > Prayer is a Natural and Nes 
ceſſary Daty aud a Condition in order to 
Pardon, But the Life and Force of that lies 
in a Man's own Breaſt, in the inward and 
fervent Deſires of the Soul : but a Sacrifice 
of Atonement was a thing of another Na- 
ture, the Blood was to be ſhed and then 
offer d up to God, as a Sacrifice of Atone- 


ment, which God himſelf had appointed 


for that End; and without which no Re- 
miſſion of Sins was to be expetted. But 
was not this from the Mercy of God to 
appoint ſuch a Sacrifice of Atonement 3 
No doubt of it, and ſo it was that he would 
accept it for ſuch an End: But that is 
by no means the preſent (Queſt ion ; for it is, 
Whether the Sacrifice, which God appointed 
for an Atonement, was only a Rite of Sup» 
plication to the Mercy of God ? 1: one 
Senſe a Sacrifice of Atonement is a way of 
Deprecation : bu? then it relates to the 
Wrath and Diſpleaſure of God; for it is 
that which God hath appointed as the 
Means of Averting his Wrath, and Pre- 
venting the Execution of his Juſtice. But 
the main Queſtion is, Whether the Sacrifice 
of Atonement as to God's juſt Wrath and 
Diſpleaſure, be not a Real SatisfaQticii to 
his Juſtice? For if he be ju/tly diſpleaſed, 
and might juſtly punifi, but doth _—_ a 

| acr#- 
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Sacrifice of Expiation in ſtead of it, al- 
though there be a Concurrence of Mercy, yet 
there is a Real Atonement to his Fuſtice : 
unleſs they. will ſay, the Fuſtice of God is 
not concerned in preſerving the Honour f 
his Laws. Bat of this more afterwards. 
If an Expiatory Sacrifice under the Law 
were nothing elſe but a Solemn Rite of Sup- 
plication to the Mercy of God zt would 
take away the Typical Nature of thoſe S4- 
crifices, and eſpecially thoſe on the Day of 
Expiation. For what doth a Rite of Sups 
plication and Fnterceſſion repreſent as a Fi- 
gure of ſomething to come >? Why were 


Levic. 16. the Goat and the Bullock for the Sin- 


Offering to be preſented alive before the 
Lord ; then their Blood' to be ſhed, and 


"+97 to be ſprinkled before the Mercy-ſeatand 


upon the Altar 2 Why was the Scape- 
Goat to have the Sins of the People con- 
feſſed over hint and put upon his head? 
Why was the Fleſh of the Bullock and 
Goat that were Sacrificed burnt without 
the Camp? Do theſe look like Applica- 
tions to the Mercy of God, by way of 
humble Suit and Deprecation ? But the 


Heb. 9. 9, Apoſtle to the Hebrews tells us,theſe things 
12,13, 14 were a Figure repreſenting Chriſt oftering 


himſelf up to God by his own Blood 
who having obtained eternal In 
or 
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for us enter d into the Holy Place (7s 
Heaven) whoſe Bloodl was far more effe- 
Fual for the Purging away of Sin, thax 
the Blood of Bulls and Goats could be; 
and to Anſwer to the burning of the Fleſh 
of the Sacrifices without the Camp, that he 
might Sanctify the People with his own 
Blood, he ſuffer'd without the Gate. Was 
all” this nothing but an Oblation to rhe 
Merey of God by way of Prayer and In- 
terceſſion? Why all ths Ceremony about ax 
Oblation of Prayer, which depends on the 
hearty Devotion of him that makes it 2 
Why did not the High-Prieſt exter with- 
ont Blood into- the Holy of Holies, zf it 
were nothing but a Rite of Supplication 2 
Why was the Blood ſprinkled upon the 
Altar for Atonement, after he came out 
from the Mercy-Seat Why was the Fleſh 
burrit without the Camp ? Was that for 
Interceſſion tob ? But faith the Corrett 
Racovian Catechiſm, all this doth not 
prove that the whole Expiatory Sacrifice 
of Chriſt was performed on the Crols, 
but only that it was begun there and 
perfected in Heaven. This doth evident- 
ly prove, that the Blood of Chriſt was ſhed 
for the Expiation of Sins, and that as the 
High-Prieſt went into the Holy of Holics 


with the Blood of the Sacrifice of Atone- 
b 2 ment 
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ment there to make Interceſſion ; ſo Chriſt 
as our High-Prieſt with his Blood ſhed en- 
ter'd in Heaven, where he ever lives to 
make Interceſſion for us. But ſay they, 
the Sacrifices under the Law did not make 
any proper SatisfaQtion for Sin, there- 
fore neither did Chriſt's Sacrifice. So that 
at laſt they confeſs that Chrift's death was 
zo proper Expuatory Sacrifice ; for what- 
ſoever is ſo, muſt make SatisfaQtion to the 
the Law and Juſtice of God. But ſay they, 
the Sacrifices were not offer'd for Pay- 
ment but for Remiſſion. 7 ſay, they were 
a Payment i» order to Remiſſion, 7 
mean ſuch a Payment as the Law appointed 
and God accepted, and that is true and 
proper Satisfaction. But we muſt diſtin- 
guiſh a Legal Payment and Satisfaftion, 
from Pecuniary Payment to a Creditor. 
And all the Confuſion theſe Men have run 
into, hath been from want of diſtinguiſhing 
theſe ; of which I have treated at large in 
the following Diſcourſe. 

Thus far it appears that they have by no 
means allow'd the Death and Sufferings of 
Chriſt to have been an Expiatory Sacrifice 
in the Senſe of the Jews, as it was a Ran- 
{om or Price of Redemption. 

But there is ſomething farther to be con- 
fider d in an Expiatory Sacrifice, and that 


15 
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# a Subſtitution in place of the Offen- 
ders. For what the Jews and others under- 
flood by a Sacrifice of Expiation ; when 
the Puniſhment of one was laid upon another 
in order to his Deliverance. Not that the 
very ſame was to be undergone, as appears 
by the Sacrifice of Atronement on the Day 
of Expiation ; which was not that which 
the People of Iſrael were to have ſuffer d 
without it, but it was what God Appoin- 
ted and Accepted inſtead of their Puniſh- 
ment - and therefore the Scape-Goat is ſaid 
to. bear upon him all the Iniquities of the Levir. 16. 
People, which was ſuppoſed to be'fo much ** 
charged with them, that he that let him 
go was to Purify himſelf | before he 26: 
could come into the Camp. So 7 the 
Sin-offering for the Congregation, the + '5: 
Elders were to lay their hands upon the 
head of the Bullock before the Lord : 
and in other Sacrifices the Rule among the 
Jews was, that none but the Owner was ».: 4 
to lay on his hands ; to ſhew on whoſe Ac- 
count he was offer d up as a Sacrifice of 4- 
tonement. For here the Right of Dominion 
was ſufficient for Subſtitution ; but in a 
Rational Agent, Conſent is neceſſary to 
make it Jult. . 

Having thus feen, what the true Na- 
ture of an Expiatory Sacrifice was, we muſt 
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yow confider, how far this can agree with 
the Saffering of Chriſt for the Sins of Max- 
kind. and we have already found..our 
Saviour himſelf declaring that he gave his 
Life a Ranſom for many. But that # ot 
all ; for, when he inſtituted his laſt Sup- 
per for a Commemoration of his Suffering, 
he ſaid, For this is my Blood of the New 
Teſtament which is ſhed. for many for 
the Remiſſion of Sins. . . {7s Diſciples, to 
whom he  ſpake theſe words, muſt under- 
ftand them as the. Jews .commonly. did; 
when the Blood of a Sacrifice was offer'd far 
an Atonement in order to. the Remiſſion of 
Sins. - And one great end. of his Preaching 
was to declare that he came into the World 


with that Deſign; that it was the Will of 


God he ſbould ſuffer, and that he camg to 
do his Will. Ard therefore ſpeaking; of 
laying down his Life, he ſaith, No:man 
taketh it away from me but lay it dowg 
of my ſelf. I have Power to lay it down 
and 1 have Power to take it. again. This 
Commandment have I received of my 
Father. So that here we haye God's Ap- 
pointment of ſuch a Sacrifice of Atonement 
for Maukind ; Chriſt's free aud voluntary 
Conſert for the undertaking it, and a Tran- 
Nation of the Puniſhment of our Sins upon 

bun ; 
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him; which St. Paul calls God's making 2 Cor. 5. 

him to be ſin for us who knew no Sin; ©” 

which ſhews that the Sufferings of Chriſt 

were on the Account of our Sins, being laid 

«pon him by his own Conſent as our Sin- 

offering ; or a Sacrifice of Expiation for 

our Sins. Aud in another Place ſaith, that 

he hath redeemed us from the- Curſe of Ga, ;. co. 

the Law, being made a Curſe for us. 

How could he be made a Curke for us 7x 

order to the Redeeming us from the 

Curſe of the Law ; if his Sufferings were 

only ameer Voluntary Condition in order to 

his Exaltation, without bearing the Burden 

of our Sins 2 But St. Paul adds that we 

have Redemption through his Blood, the ppp. ;. ». 

Forgiveneſs of Sins. That, God hath Coloſf. 1. 

ſet him forth as a Propitiation through x, . .. 

Faith in his blood, to declare his righte- * 

ouſneſs for the Remiſſion of Sins. That, 

when we were enemies, we were recon- ;. ro. 

ciled ro God by the Death of his Son. Eet- s: 2: 

That he hath given himſelf for us, an 

Ottring and Sacrifice to God. That, he yt. g. 

red to put away Sin by the Sacri- 26, 28. 

fice of himſelf; and that he was once 

offer'd to bear the Sins of many. That, 1 Timoth. 

he gavehimſelf a Ranſom for all. OY 
Neither was it $. Paul only who ſpeats 


after this manner ; but S.Peter ſaith, that 
b 4 his 
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j va 2- his own Self bare our Sins in his own bo- 


dy on the Tree. That Chriſt alſo hath 
once ſuffere'd for Sins, the juſt for the 
unjuſt. 4d S. John, that the Blood of 
Jeſus Chriſt his Son cleanſeth us from all 
ſin,and that God ſent his Son to be the 
Propitiation for our Sins.' So that Chriſt 
and his Apoſtles agree in the ſame manner of 
expreſſion ; and great weight is laid upox 
Chriſt's being a Propitiation for as, and 
our Hopes of Remiſſion of Sins and the Fa- 
wour of God depend upon it. What now is 
to be ſaid to all theſe Places of Scripture 2 
Were they deſigned only to humor and im- 
poſe upon the Credulity of Mankind by tel- 
ling them of ſuch an Expiatory Sacrifice in 
the Death of Chriſt, which never was, nor 
could be, being Repugnant to the Juſtice of 
God 2 For Chriſt, ſay they, being Inno- 
cent could not ſuffer the Puniſhment of 
our Sins, and God being Juſt could not 
Accept of it, although he freely offer'd 
himſelf as a Sacrifice for our Sins. Doth 
this Agree with the Force and Defign of all 
theſe Expreſſions > Had not Chriſt the 
Power and Will toCffer up himſelf as a Sa- 
crifice of Propitiation to God ? And where 
lies the Injuſtice of accepting ſuch a Sacri- 
fice wh.ch he freely offer d ? But it could 
20t be, ſay they, by way of FER 

| or 
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for our ſins. What then is the meaning 
of all thoſe places, wherein he is ſaid to 
bear our fins and to ſuffer in our ſtead, 
the juſt for the unjuſt > What 7s this But 
to contradift the Tenor and Scope of the 
New Teſtament with reſpett to the Death 
of Chriſt ; and to turn their Senſe quite 
another way from what they were thought 
to fignifie at that time 2 which is no reaſo- 
vable way of interpreting Scripture. 

Do they deny that Chriſt ſuffered, what 
we ſay he did 2 No; that they dare not 
do. But they ſay, What he underwent 
was ony Labour and Suffering ; but not 
the Puniſhment of our Iniquities. They, 
Z ſay, it could be no Expiatory Sacrifice, 
which implies a Subſtitution, and the con- 
trary appears by the many places of Scrip- 
ture already mentioned, wherein our Sins 
and the Sufferings of Chriſt are joined to- 
gether. 

Thus we ſee the true Riſe of this Con- 
troverfie was from the many places of 
Scripture, which ſeem wery plain and clear 
in this matter ; and therefore 1 ſhall now 
give an account of the Progreſs of it. 

F. Socinus ſeeing the bent of the Scri- 
pture ſo mach againſt him, ſets himſelf to 
the finding out ways to avoid the force of 
them, | 


I. Zo 
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I. 7o thoſe which ſpeak of Chriſt's be- 
ing a Ranſom or Price of Redemption 
for us, he anſwers, That theſe Expreſſi- 


c.1. i1 6. Ons are to be underſtood only Metapho- 


rically, and Chriſt's Death being an In- 
tervening Condition in order to our De- 
liverance, it is therefore called, a Price 
of Redemption. And to the ſame pur- 
poſe, the Conreft Racovian Catechiſm ; 
only there it is added, That God did accept 
of the Death of Chriſt as a moſt Accep- 
table Sacrifice. But not by way of $4- 
tisfaction or Payment of our Debts, he- 
cauſe he as a Sacrifice was given by God 
himſelf; bur that he might give us the 
greater Aſſurance of Pardon and Eternal 
Life. | 
So that here we have the true ſtate of 
this Matter before us ; viz. Whether the 
Death of Chriſt, when it is ſaid to be a 
Ranſom or Price of Redemption for us, 1s 
only to be looked on as a hard Condition on 
his fide Intervening, or as a proper Sacri- 
fice of Atonement, which God had appoint- 
ed, for the Expiation of Sins? The (ue- 
ſtion is not, Whether God Appointed or 
Accepted him, for that we have allowed 
in all Sacrifices of Atonement by the Law 
of Moſes ; but whether hu Sufferings were 


not required inorder to the Satisfaition of 
Drume 
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Devine Juſtice for the Sins of Mankind ; 
not by way of ſtrict Payment, as z» caſe 
of Debts ; &ut by a Legal Satisfation 70 
the Juſtice of God as it # concerned in the 
Honour of this Laws. 


Our Unitarians grant, That Chriſt was Anſw. to 
aRanſomand Price of Redemption for us; MP8. 


but they deny, That he was an Adequate 
Price , or 8. Sacrifice to the Juſtice of 
God. But ſtill they run apon the Notion 
of Debts aud Payments, as though there 
were uo other Notion of Jultice and Satis- 
faQtion but between Creditors aud Debtors; 
or. as if their Notions of theſe things were 
rather taken from the Shops than the 
Schools. And the moniirous Contradi- 
ion they conclude the charge of our Do- 
arine with, is, That God freely Pardons 
whole Debt of Sin, and yet hath 
been infinitely over-paid for Both in the 
Teach and other Sufferings of the Lord 
briſt. 


| But in the following Diſcourſe, T have Ch. 1. 


endeavoured to lay open this Miſtake, by 
ſhewing, That Debts aud Puniſhments 
are of a different Nature ; and therefore 
the SatisfaRtion 7» one Caſe is not to be 
meaſured by the other. But 1 ſhall not 


here Anticipate the Reader, as to what 


follows ; but I ſhall take notice of what they 
fay, 
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ſay, which ſeems to relate to this mat- 
mer. 
Almighty God, ſay they, as King and 
Proprietor of all Perſons and Things, can 
forgive any Offence or all Offences even 
without Repentance or Amendment, nor 
is it contrary to his Juſtice ſo to do. 
This is a very ſtrange Aſſertion. For 
then there is no Obligation on God s Part 
in point of Fuſtice to puniſh the moſt Im- 
penitent and Incorrigible Offenders. But 
there is a great deal of difference, between 
making the Exerciſe of Punitive or Vin- 
dictive Juſtice zeceſſary upon every Of- 
fence, and ſaying that the Juſtice of God 
doth not require that any Offences ſhoult 
be puniſhed. - | 
' The former makes Juſtice in God to pro- 
ceed by a natural Neceſſity, which would 
leave no place for Mercy, nor any Satis- 
fattion by a Mediator, for that muſt ſap- 
poſe Liberty and Relaxation, as to the 
Executive Part of Juſtice. And if God 
muſt puniſh Sinners as they deſerve, there 
can be no ſtop to the Execution of Fuſtice 
ſhort of Annihilation ; for our very Beings 
are the Gift of God which we have deſer- 
ved to be deprived of. But on the other 
fide, to fay, that the Juſtice of God doth 
not require the Puniſhment of any Offences 
without 
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without Repentance or Amendment, # 
to overthrow any ſuch thing as Punitive 
Juſtice i God ; by which I do not mean, 
the aftual execution of it, and the due 
meaſures which belong to it, but the Wil 
to puniſh Obſtinate and Impenitent Sinners. 
And that reſults from his Hatred and 4b» 
horrency of Evil, and his juſt Government 
f the World. For how can any Men, who 

elieve that God is really diſpleaſed with 
the Wickedneſs of Men, and that he is a 
Fuſt and Righteous Governour, ever think 
that it is not Repugnant to his Juſtice to 
forgive all Offences without Repentance or 
Amendment 2 Flow can his Hatred of Sin 
and the Fuſtice of his Government be recom 
ciled with the Impunity of the moſt Obſt i- 
nate Offenders 2 Is there no ſuch thing as 
Tuſtice to himſelf aud to his Laws ; which 
lies in a juſt Vindication of his Honour and 
of his Laws from Contempt 2 And who cau 
be guilty of greater Contempt of him, than 
thoſe who perſiſt in their Wickedneſs with- 
out Repentance or Amendment? And 
after all, Is it not contrary to his Juſtice 
to forgive ſuch as theſe, becauſe he is 
abſolute Lord and Proprietor of all Per- 
ſons and Things 2 This might /ignife 
ſomething, if we could imagine God to be 
nothing bat Almighty Power wittout Ju- 
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ftice: but if his Juſtice be as Eſſential an 


Attribute as his Omnipotency, we muſt not 
fo much as ſuppoſe the Exerciſe of one 
without the other, | 

But they do not deny, That it is in- 
confiſtent with the Wiſdom and Holineſs 
of God to let the Incorrigible and Impe- 
nitent eſcape unpuniſhed, or to forgive 
Sin without Repentance' or Amendment. 
Bat if the Wildom and Holineſs of God 
will not permit the Impunity of Impeni- 
tent Sinuers, 1 it not juſt in- God 7o pu» 
nmiſh them? Not barely as to the Degree 
and Deſert of Puniſhment ; &ut as to the 
Will of Puniſhing them according to their 
merits > Whence doth their Puniſhment 
come? Is it not from the Will of God * Is 
that Will juſt or not > If the Will to puniſh 
Be juſt > whence comes it to be ſo? From 
the Wiſdom and Holineſs of God? Then 
Punitive Juſtice, when it is agreeable to 
God's Wiidom and Holineſs, is a proper 
Drvine Attribute as well as they. And 
they muſt have ſtrange Notions of Punt- 
tive Juſtice , who would ſeparate it from 
them. 

But Juſtice, they ſay, hath no other 
fhare or intereſt in Puniſhment, but only 
to ſec that Puniſhent be not miſplaced, and 
that it do not exceed the Offence. We are 


far 
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far from denying thefe things to belong to 
' the Meaſures in the Exerciſe of Punitive 
| Juſtice: But whence comes Punitive Juftice 
' to belong to God? Is it not becauſe it is 
juſt in him to puniſh Offenders according to 
thoſe Meaſures? And whence comes this, 
but from that Univerſal Juſtice in God, 
which is always joyned with his Wiſdom 
and Holineſs : and implies an Univerſal 
Redtitude i aff he doth? And from thence 
it comes that all the Meaſures of Juſtice 
are obſerved by him in the Puniſhment of 
the greateſt Offenders. 

Now this Unverſal Juſtice 7» God is 
that, whereby he not only puniſhes Ob/ti- 
nate and Impenitent Sinners, but he takes 
care of preſerving the Honour of his Laws. 
And therefore , although Almighty God 
out of his great Mercy were willing that 
Penitent Sinners ſhoud be forgiven ; yet 
it was moſt agreeable thereto, that it (hould 
be done in ſuch a manner as to diſcourage 
Mankind from the prattice of Sin, by the 
ſame way by which he offers Forgiveneſs ; 
and for this end, it pleaſed God in his In- 
finite Wiſdom and Goodneſs to ſend his Son 
to become a Sacrifice of Propittation for the 
” Sins of Mankind; which being freely un- 
dertaken by him, there was no breach in 
the Meaſures of Punitive Juſtice with re- 
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ſpe to him ; and ſo by his Death he offe- 
red up himſelf as a full, perfe& and ſuſſi- 
cient Sacrifice, Oblation and Satisfacti- 
on for the Sins of Mankind. Ad this 
is that Doftrine of the Satisfaction of 
Chriſt which we own and defend. 

But theſe bold Aſſertions, That God as 
abſolute Lord may forgive all Offences 
without Repentance, axd it is not con- 
trary to his Juſtice ſo to do; that, it is 
not the Juſtice of God which prompts 
him to puniſh Sinners, ariſe from tos 


mean and narrow a Conception of Divine 


Juſtice ; as though it lay only in the man- 
ner of the Execution of it. But that there 
is an Eſſential Attribute of Juſtice belong- 
ing to the Divine Nature, appears from 
hence, that there are ſome things which 
are ſo diſagreeable to the Divine Na- 
ture that he cannot do them; he cannot 
break his Promiſes, nor deceive Mankind 
to their Deſtruftron; he cannot deny 
himſelf, or pervert that Order, or due 
Reſpeds of things to each other, which he 
hath eſtabliſhed in the World. Fe can- 
not make it the Duty of Mankind to diſho- 
nour their Maker, or to violate the Rules 
of Good and Evil, ſo as to make Fvuil 


Good and Good Evil; he cannot make Mur- 
der aud Adultery to be Virtues, nor Im- 


piety 
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piety and Wickedneſs not to deſerve Pu- 
niſhment. But whence comes all this? Ts 
it that God wants Almighty Power to do 
what he pleaſes? No doubt, he is ſupreme 
Lord over all, and hath all things under 
his Will. But there is an Eſſential Ju- 
tice in God, which is a ſupreme Rule of 
Righteouſneſs, according to which he doth 
always exerciſe his Power and Will, And 


fo Moſes ſaith of him, All his ways arc Deut.32.4, 


perfett, a God of Truth, and without 
TIniquity, juſt and right zs he; and the 


Pſalmiſt, The Lord is righteous in all Pol. 145. 


his ways and holy in all his works. Ze '7 
not ouly is ſo, but he can be no otherwiſe, 
for this Univerſal Righteouſneſs is as 
great a Perfettion and Attribute of God, as 
his Wiſdom, or Power. It is not one 
Name which ſtands for all; but it is a re- 
al. and diſtintt Attribute of it ſelf : It 
is as a Rule and Meaſure to the Exerciſe 
of the reſt. And he particularly ſhews it 
in all the Atls of Punitive Juſtice: So 


Nehemiah ; Howbeit thou art juſt in all Net. 9.33. 


that is brought upon us, for thou haſt 
done right, but we have done wickedly. 
And Daniel; Rightcouſneſs belongeth 


unto thee, but unto us confuſten of Dan. g. 7. 


Face: For the Lord our God is righte- ' 
C OUS 
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ous in all his Works which he doth, for 
we obey'd not his Voice. And Zepha- 


Zeph. 3.5. niah; The juſt Lord is in the midſt 


Gen. 18. 


25- 


20. 4+ 


thereof, he will not do Iniquity. From 
whence it appears that the Exerciſe of 
Punitive Juſtice is according to the Eſ- 
ſential Tuſtice or Righteouſneſs of the Di- 
vine Nature. And ſo Abraham pleaded 
with God, Shall not the Judge of all the 
Earth do right? z. e. Will he not puniſh 
according to the Righteouſneſs of his Na- 
ture? And ſo Abimelech argues from the 
natural Notion he had of God s righteous 
Nature , Lord, wilt thou ſlay alſo a 
righteous Nation ? 

But here the main Dificulty which de- 
ſerves to be cleared is this, How far Puni- 
tive Juſtice 7s founded on that Univerſal 
Juſtice which # an Eſſential Attribute of 
God. Por the want of underſtanding this, 
hath been the great occaſion of ſo much 
Confuſion in the Diſcourſes about this mat- 
fer. And for the clearing of it, theſe 
things muſt be conſidered ; 

I. That there is a difference between 
that Juſtice in God, whereby he hates Sin, 
and that whereby he puniſhes the Sinner. 
The hatred of Sin doth neceſſarily follow 


the Perfettion of his Nature. Therefore 
God 
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God is ſaid, To hate the Vicied ; and 
Evil to be an Abominition to him ; 3; 


to love Riphteouinels and to hate Wick Z:1 3.17, 


edneſs. But if the Puniſ5nent of the Of- 
fender were as neceſſarily conſequent as 
his Hatred of Sin, al PHakind muſt fuf- 
fer as they offend, and there would be no 
place for Mercy in Gor, wor for Repen- 
tance in Men. But Sin in it (elf is per- 
fedt!y hatefall to God, ihore beins nothing 
like God in it; but Man was God s Crea- 
ture and made after his Image and Lite- 
nels; and however God be Aiſvleaſed with 
Mankind on the account of Sin vet the 
Workmasſhip of God ſtill remains; and 
we continually ſee that God doth not exer- 
ciſe his Punitive Jajtice according to the 
Meaſures \of their Iniquities. Aud they 
who plead moſt for the necejjity of Punitive 
Juſtice. are themſeloes a Deinouſtration to 
the contrary; for they canuwt deny, that 
they are not puniſhed as their ſaiquities 
have deſerved. And if Punitive Fuſtice 
be neceſſary in it ſelf it muſt reach the Per- 
ſons that have deſerved to be puniſhed, if 
there be no Relaxation of the Severity 
of it. 

2. That it is very agreeaGle to the Di- 
vine Juſtice, to exerciſe the Severity of 
Punittve Juſtice on objtinate aid incorrt- 
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gible Offenders. And this is that where- 

on the Juſtice of the Puniſhments of Sinners 

in another World is founded ; becauſe God 

hath been ſo mercifull to them here, and 

uſed ſo many ways to reclaim them, and it 

is the Not exerciſing his Punitive Fuſtice | 

upon them in this World, which makes it 

fo much more reaſonable in another. For 
thereby they have ſhewed their Contempt 

of God and his Laws, of his offers of 

Mercy and their wilfull objt inacy in offend- 

ing him. And the reaſonableneſs of the 
Puniſhment of ſuch Offenders is not deny- 

ed by any of -our more Learned Adverſa- 

ries, as I have ſhewed in the following 

Ch. p.:o. Diſcourſe from Socinus and Crellius, and 
might do from ſeveral others. But I need 

not mention any more, ſince in the late 

Catech. Correct Edition of the Racovian Cate- 
_— P- chiim zhere is this Note, That they have 
7 always aſſerted, that the Wicked ſhall be | 
raiſed up at the great Day to undergo f 

the Puniſhment oi their Sins, and to Ge | 

caſt into the Fire prepared for the Devil | 

and his Angels. ud for this, beſides * 

their Publick Confeſſions, they quote Crel- * 

livs, Schlictingius, Volkclus, Wolzoge- 
Schliting. nius, &'c. And Schli tingiu+ ſaith, The 
Nn Joh. 5. Do@rine of future Puniſhments was ne- 
= ceflary to be preached, as being part of * « 

the 
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the Chriſtian Faith ; and that Gal's Ve- 
racity is concerned in the Execution of 
his Threatnings. Which js a part of Na- 
tural Juſtice. And thoſe Learned Pen, 
who have been thought meſt favourable to 
the Socinian Opinions have declared them- 
ſelves very frankly as to the Juſtice of the 
Puniſhment of Impenitent Sinners. 

Curcellaus, whom they often mention 
with reſpett, ſaith, The Juitice- of Carcel. Tas 
God requires, that he ſhould inflitt the ppſa 'Y* 
Puniſhments he hath threatned on Contu- 
macious Sinners. And Limborci (whom 
they ſometimes appeal to) ſaith, That rhe Limborch. 
Juſtice of God doth not permit the Im- 641, 
punity of Retraftory and Impenitent <. 12. $.35- 
Contemners of his Grace. Becauſe, ſaith 
he, God by his declared Will hath tied 
himſelf up from the Exercife of his Ab- 
ſolute Power; and his Laws woul be 
trampled upon, and his Vajeily flighted ; 
nor would God's Hatred of Sin ever be 
fully diſcovered; And therefore the Day 
of Wrath is called by St. Paul, The teve- Rom 2. 5. 
lation of the Rightcous Judgment of 
God. Epiſcopius ſaith, That although ia Epitcop. 
ſuch Puniſhments, which depend cnly on the Om 
Will of the Law-maker, he doth not think, 29. 
that God in Juſtice is obliged 'to make 
good his Threatnings, as he is to per- 
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form h's Promiſes ; ( but that in ſach 

Caſcs God is not bound in Juſtice to ex- 

ecute ail that the Law threatens ; but 

when he thinks fit to puniſh, then his 
TJuſticerequires him not to punith beyond 

the C ommination ) yer in the Caſe of 
obſtinate and incurable Offenders , he 

aoth not deny, that the Juſtice of God 
requires the Rigour of the Law to be ex- 

ecuced upon them. Aud he adds, That 

the Day of Judgment will fully mani- 

feit the Juſtice of God in the Threat- 

nings he hata mace to Impenitent Sin- 

Vo.ft. de NErs. Evea \ orſiius, who Was ſuppoſed fo 
Artrib9o be too much inclined to the Socinian Do- 
Diſp. 9. S- rjne, owns it to bea part of God's Ju- 
4 ſtice to punith wicked and impenitent 
Perſons ; that his Patience and Goodneſs 
may not be always contemned with Im- 
punity. Aud afterwards, That although 
God doth no Injury to the Ottender, if 
he doth not execute his Threatnings ; 
yet out of regard to the Juſtice of his 
Word, he doth not recede trom what he 
hath declared : But all Threatniugs un- 
der the Goſpel are Conditional ; and 
none are damned by it, but fuch as con- 
tinue in Impenitency and Unbelief. 4nd 
8. 50. Not. 72 his Explication be ſaith, That where 
ad $. 46. God hath abſolutely declared his Will to 
puniſh 
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puniſh in ſuch a manner, he cannot for- 
give wirhout Injuſtice. 

But our Unitarians ſpeak without any 
Reſerve, That it 1s not the Juſtice of 
God , which prompts hm to punith 
Sinners, and ſo .1t 15 not contrary to 
his Juſtice to forgive all Offences 
withour Repentance or Amendment. 
And thus the Juſtice of God is not con- 
cerued in the Puniſhmeats of the great 
Day, although the Apoſtle calls it Th: Re- 
velation of the Righteous Judgment of 
God. | 

And by this the World may ſee how we- 
ry far our Mcdern Unitarians are from 
handling this Subje&t more Carefully, 
Judiciouſly and Exactly than others; 


However one of their own Party hath late- Vindic. of 
ly affirmed it; with as much Cenfidence - 


aud as little Ground as they have don? 0- 
ther things. 


3. That it is very agreeable to Div.ne 


Juſtice zo accept of a Satistation on be- 
half of the Sins of Mankind, who do not 
perſiſt in their evil ways, ſo that their 
Sins ſhall be forgiven upon their Repen- 
tance aud Amendment. For ſince the Ex- 
erciſe of Punitive Juſtice is not neceſſary 
on the Perſons of the Offenders, and jince 
God in this Life abates ſo much of his juſt 
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Severity againſt them ; he thereby ſhews, 
that he doth not proceed with Mankind 
here accordinz to the Rigor of his Tuſtice ; 
but yet. fince God hath given tothem very 
juſt and righteous Laws, fince thoſe I aws 
have been broken and his Authority con- 
temned, it is very juſt for God to require 
a Sacrifice of Atonement for the Sins of 
the World, that Mankind may ſee that 
Ged was juſtly diſpleaſed at them, and that 
none take Tnconragement to go 0n to commit 
them; but yet, that upou their hearty Re- 
pentance and ſincere Ohedience, they may 
be aſſured of the Remiſſion of Sus and the 
Premiſe of Fternal Lite. All the Diffi- 
culty now remaining is about Chriit's Suffe- 
ring in our ſtead, of which the Scripture 
ſpeaks ſo fully in the Places already men- 
tiou'd. But we muſt conſider what is An- 
ſwered to them. 

il. To thoſe Places of Scripture which 
ſpeak of Chriſt's Suffering the Puniſhment 
of our Sins; a/l that Socinus ſaith, comes 
to theſe two things. 

te TI. Thar Chritt ſuffer'd on the occa- 
. ſion of our Sins, and with a Deſign to 
*& takeaway our Sins. 

2. That by his Sufterings he came to 
have a Power to Forgive Sins ; and that 
this is the proper Expiation of Sin. But 

by 
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by no means that he ſuffer'd in our lead; 
for he hath theſe Words ; Ut nihil altud 
fit Chriſtum pro nobis mortuum eſle, 
quam vice ſeu loco noſtro mortem ſubiiſle, 
id adeo a veritate abhorrer ut nihil ma- 
gis. Which in plain Engliſh %, that no- 
thing is more falſe than that Chriſt ſut- 
fer'd in our ſtead. 

The old Editions of the Racovian Ca- 
techiſm fo/low Socinus, and there the An- 
ſwer to the Places which ſpeak of Chrili's 
Dying for us, i that they do not ſignify 
in our ſtead ; but for our good. Which 
they are very Careful to diſtinguiſh, be- 
cauſe they think that the latter implies no 
more than a Condition in Order to the Ex- 
piation in Heaven ; but the other makes 
him a true Propitiatory Sacrifice for our 
Sins. But if Chriſt did not {ufter in our 
ſtead ; how can they poſſibly Reconcile his 
undergoing this Condition with their own 
Meaſures of Divine Fuſtice 2 All they pre- 
tend to ſay, is, that it was Labour and Sut- 
tering but not Puniſhment. Which 7s to 
ſpeak againſt the Common Senſe of Mankind; 
and a ridiculous piece of Stoiciſm. They 
ſay, it was a meer Act of Dominion as 
to Chriſt and not of Juſtice. But if there 
be ſuch an Eſſential Attribute as Juſtice 
in God, then the Exerciſe of Dominion wy 
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be Regulated by it ; eſpecially where there 
was nothing but perfeit Innocency. The 
Caſe is very different as to the ſinful Race 
of Mankind, who having the Guilt of Sin 
upon them, God may juſtly Exerciſe his 
Dominion over them as he ſees Cauſe ; but 
he always doth it Fuftly, although the par- 
ticular Reaſons may not be within our reach. 
But here is no Guilt of Sin confider d, ej- 
ther of his own, or others; according to 
their Principles ; and yet they make him 
fo undergo as great Sufferings, as we do, 
who aſſert that he ſuffer d for our ſakes in 
our ſtead ; which alone gives a Reaſonable 
Account of it. 

But in the late corre Edition of the 
Racovian Catechiſm hey ſay, the Senſe 
of Chriſt's Suffering for our Sins is two- 
fold, but both come to cone at laſt, 
x. That Chriſt ſufter'd as a Sacriiice in 
our ſtead ; tanquam victima pro nobis 
Succedanea. ow can Socinus and the 
Racovian Catechiſm agree 2 2. That he 
ſuffer'd for our good. But they deny any 
Commutation which they ſay, was not 
in the Expiatory Sacrifice among the 
Jews. What doth a Subſtitution differ 
from a Commutation in this Caſe ? 

But how do ſuftering in our ſtead and 


for our good come all to one at laſt ? 
Either 
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Either it muſt be, that Chriſt did truly 
ſafer in our ſtead, when he underwent the 
Puniſhment of our Sins in order to our Re- 
demption aud Expiation; and that is a very 
good and true Senſe ; which we readily em- 
brace, and are very well content that they 
ſhould come all to one: Or if the mean- 
ins be only, that Chriſt may be ſaid to 
{uffer in our ſtead, becauſe we have Bene- 
fit by the Conſequences of his Death; 
then his dying is only conſider d as a bare 
Condition and not as a Sacrifice in our 
ſtead. As to make it plain by an Inſtance; 
we all agree that Joſeph's Suffering i E- 
gypt was deſigned by the Wiſe Provi- 
dence of God for the good of his Brethren, 
which they recetved after his Advancement, 
to which his Suffering was an Antecedent 
Condition. But can any Man ſay, that he 
ſuffer d in ſtead of his Brethren 2 'But now 
if Joleph's Brethren had been ſold for Slaves 
in Egypt, and Joleph had gone down 
thither and offer d himſelf a Priſoner for 
their Deliverance ; this had been truly 
Suffering in theirſtead,as well as tor their 
Advantage. And ſuppoſe the King of F= 
gypt had agreed with Joleph, that if he 
would become Priſoner for his Brethren, he 
would advance him, and he ſhould himſelf 
Deliver them by his own Power ; this doth 
not 
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uot at all hinder his Suffering in their 
ſtead. But if it had no Relation to their 
Deliverance by his being made Cap- 
tive himſelf; but was only a ſtep to his 
Adwvancement ; then it cannot be ſaid to be 
in their ſtead, a/though it. might turn to 
their Advantage. And ſo much for the 
Senſe of the Racovian Catechiſm. 

But Our Unitarians fly higher, for they 
ſay, 

1. That God could not juſtly or wiſe- 
ly ſubſtitute an Innocent Perſon to un- 
dergo Funiſhment in place of the 
Guilty. 

2. That Chriſt could not freely offer 
himſelf as a Sacrifice 4n our ſtead, nor 
could God accept of it, or allow it. 

So that here we have the true State of 
this Controverſy between «s, viz. whether 
Chriſt were a Real Expiatory Sacrifice 
for the Sins of Mankind. For, if he 
could not be Subſtituted in our ſtead, nor 
God accept of his offering up himſelf for 
us ; all the other Expreſſions are meer 
Words given out on purpoſe to Amuſe and 
Deceive us. 

And' this is that which I have underta- 
ken to make out in the following Diſ- 
courſe, VIZ. 


1. That 
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t. That the Scripture doth as plainly 
fet forth that Chriſt ſuffer'd the Puniſh- 
ment of our Sins and in our ſtead, as zt 
could do ; and that no Expreſſions could be 
thought of to that purpoſe, but might be 
anſwered in the ſame way that they do 
theſe. And therefore it is in vain t0 con- 
tend with ſuch Men, who are reſolved that 
Words and Phraſes ſhall ſignify no other- 
wiſe, than they would have them. And 
yet at laſt they cannot deny but a kind of 
Subſtiturion 7 zmplied as a Victima Suc- 
cedanea ; but how: That he ſuffer d tor our 
good and by the occaſion of our Sins, 
but not the Puniſhment of them. Thus 
far then we have gained, that the Words 
of Scripture are for us; but ſay they, what 


_ ever the Words are, they cannot mean 


any real Funiſhment, becauſe he was 
an Innocent Perlon. Zherefore 7 have 
ſhewd ; 

2. That there 1s no Repuznancy in Rea: 
fon, nor to the Fuſtice of God jor an Tuno- 
cent Perſon toſufter by his own Conſent and 
for jo great an Fnd, what the Scripture 
attributes to our Saviour. And I have 
fully anſwered the Arruments brourht by 
our Alverſaries to p. rve that God could 
not juitly or wilciy tubſiicuce an Inno» 
cent Pcrion to iutlter for the tGuily, 

3. that 
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3. That Chriſt did offer up himſelf, as 
an Expiatory Sacrifice to God in our 
ſtead ; and that God did accept and al- 
low ofit. Which is the Defign of the three 
laſt Chapters. And till an Anſwer be gi- 
ven to what I have there diſcourſed at 
large, I ſhall refer the Reader to what 1s 
already faid ; and ſhall ſuppoſe thoſe An- 
ſwers to be ſufficient, till Tſee ſome berter 
Reaſons for their Opinion in this matter 
than I have yet met with, although TI have 
been no ftranger to their late Writings, as, 
God willing , they may ſee on. another Oc- 
caſton. 


E. W. 


April 24. 1696. 
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DISCOURSE 
Concerning the 
Shufferings of Chriſt. 


——— 


Ci-M-P:; 1 


I. Of the Socinian way of interpreting 
Scripture; and of the uncertainty it 
leaves us in as to the main Articles of 
Faith, manifeſted by an Expofition of 
Gen. 1. ſuitable to that way. II. The 
ſtate of the Controverſie in general con- 
cerniug the Sufferings of Chbrill for us., 
He did not ſuffer the ſame we ſhould 
have done. III. The grand miſtake in 
making puniſhments of the nature of 

þ Debts, IV. The difference between 

, | B them 
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them at large diſcovered, from the dif- 
ferent reaſon and ends of them. V. The 
right of puniſhment in God,proved againſt 
Crellius, zo? to ariſe from meer domi- 
ion. VI. The end of puniſhment not 
bare Compenſation , as it is in Debts ; 
what puniſhment due to an injured per- 
ſon by the right of Nature ; proper pu- 
niſhment a reſult of Laws. VII. Crellius 
his great miſtake about the end of Pu- 
wiſhments, VIII. Not defigned for ſa- 
 tisfattion of Anger as it 1 a defire of 
Revenge. Seneca and LaQantius vin- 
dicated againſt Crellius. IX. The Ma- 
giftrates intereſt in Puniſhment diſtin( 
from that of private perſons. X. Of 
the nature of Anger in God , and 
the ſatisfattion to be made to it. Crel- 
lius his great arguments againſt ſatiſ- 
faftion depend on a falſe Notion «f 
God's anger. XI. Of the ends of di- 
vine Puniſhments. XII. The different 
nature of them in thu and the future 
ftate. 


STR, 


of CHRIST 


STR, 

Lthough the Lettct I received 
from your hands contained in it 
ſo many miſtakes of my mean- 
ing and deſign; that it ſeemed 

to be the greateſt civility to the Writer 
of it, to give no anſwer at all to it ; be- 

cauſe that could not be done, without 
the diſcovery of far more weaknefles in 
him, than he pretends to find in my diſ- 
courſe: Yet. the weight and importance 
of the matter may require a farther ac- 
count from me, concerning the true 
reaſon of the ſufferings of Chriſt, Where- 
in my deſign was fo far from repreſent- 
ing old Errors to the beſt advantage, or to 
rack my wits to defend them, as that per- 
ſon ſeems to ſuggeſt ; - that I aimed-at 
nothing more than to give a true ac- 

count of what upon a ſerious enquiry, 1 

Judged tobe the moſt natural and genu- 

ine meaning of the Chriſtian Doctrine 

contained in the Writings of the New Te- 


ſNtamenr. 


r. For finding therein ſuch multitudes Of the 50. 
of expreſſions, which to an unprejudi- ©#nieway 


ced mind attribute all the mighty ef- 


obedience and ſufferings of Chriſt, I be- 
*- WY gan 


n preting 
tes of the Love of God to us, to the Scripture. 


Of the Sufferings 
gan to conſider what reaſon there was 
why the plain and eafie ſenſe of thoſe 
places muſt be forſaken, and a remote 
and Metaphorical meaning put upon 
them. Which I thought my ſelf the 
more obliged-to do, becauſeI could not 
conceive it it had been the deſign of the 
Scripture,:to have delivered the recei- 
ved 'Dotfrine. of the Chriſtian Church, 
concerning the reaſon of the ſufferings 
of Chriſt; that-it could have been more 
clearly -and fully expreſſed. than it is al- 
ready. So that ſuppoſing that to have 
been the true meaning of the ſeveral pla- 
ces of Scxipture-which. we. contend for ; 
yet the. ſame arts and ſubtilties might 
have been uſed to pervert it; which are 
imployed to perſuade men that is not the 
true meaning of them. _ And what is e- 
qually ſerviceable to truth and' falſhood, 


can of. it; ſelf, have go power on the - 


-minds of men to convihce them it muſt 
be one, and not the other. Nay, if e- 


very unuſual and improper acception 


of words in the Scripture, ſhall be thought 
ſufficient to take away the natural and 
genuine ſenſe, where the matter is capa- 
ble of it, I know ſcarce any article of 
Faith can be long ſecure; and by theſe 
. arts men may declare that they _—_— 
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the Scriptures, and yet believe nothing 
of the Chriſtian Faith. . For if rhe im- 
proper ,* though unuſual acception of 
thoſe expreſſions of Chriſt”'s dying for us, 
of redemption, propitiation, reconciliation 
by his blood, of his bearing our iniquities, 
and being made fin aud a curſe for us, 
ſhall be enough to invalidate all rhe ar- 
guments taken from them to provethat 
which the proper ſenſe of them doth im- 
ply, why may not the improper uſe 
of the terms of Creation and Reſurre- 
ion, as well take away the natural 


ſenſe of them in the great Articles of the 


Creation of the World, and ReſurreQtion 
after death ? For if it be enough to prove 
that Chriſt's dying for us, doth not im- 
ply dying in our ſtead ; becauſe ſome- 
times dying for others imports no more 
than dying for ſome advantage to come 
to them ; if redemption being tometimes 
uſed for meer deliverance, ſhall make our 
redemption by Chriſt, wholly Metapho- 
rical ; if the terms of propitiation, recon- 
ciliation, &c. ſhall loſe their force, be- 
cauſe they are ſamerimes-uſed where all 
things cannot be ſuppoſed parallel with 
the ſenſe we contend for :- why ſhall I be 
bound to. believe that the World was 
ever creared in a proper ſenſe, fince thoſe 
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perſons againſt whom I argue, ſocarneſt- 
ly contend that in thoſe places in which 
it ſeems as proper as any, it is to be un- 
derſtood only in a metaphorical > If 
John 1. 3, When 7he World and all things are ſaid to 
10. be made by Chriſt, we are not to under- 
ſtand the production but the reformation 
of the World and all things in it, although 
the natutal ſenſe of the Words be quite 
otherwiſe; what argument can make it ne- 
ceſfary for me tonot underſtand the Cre- 
ation of theWorld in a metaphorical ſenſe, 
when Moſes delivers to us the hiſtory of 
it2 Why may notl underſtand 7» the be- 
ginning, Gen. 1. for the beginning of the 
Moſaical Diſpenſation, as well as Socinus 
doth in the beginning, John 1. for the 
beginning of the Evangelical? and that 
from the very ſame argument uſed by 
him, viz. that 7» the beginning 1s to be 
underſtood -of the main ſubject concern- 
ing which the author intends to write, 
and that I am as ſure it was in Moſes 
concerning the Law given by him, as it 
was in St. Fohs concerning the Goſpel 
delivered by Chriſt. Why may not zhe 
Creation of the Heavens and the Earth, 
be no more than the erection of the 
Jewiſh Polity 2 ſince it isacknowledged, 
that by New Heavens and New Earth 


wherein 
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wherein dwelleth righteouſneſs, no more 
is underſtood than a new ſtate of things 
under the Goſpel> Why may not «the 
confuſed Chaos import no more than the 
ſtate of Tgnorance and darkneſs under 
which the World was before the Law of 
Moſes 2 ſince it is confeſſed that it ſigni- 
fies in the New Teſtament ſuch a ſtate 
of the World before the Goſpel appear- 
ed? and conſequently, why may not 
the light which made the firſt day be the 
firſt rendencies to the Dodtrine of Moſes, 
which being at firſt divided and ſcattc- 
red, was united afterwards in one great 
Body of Laws, which was called the 
Sun, becauſe it was the great Direor of 
the Jewiſh Nation, and therefore ſaid 70 
rule the day ; as the leſs conſiderable 
Laws of other Nations are called the 
Moon, becauſe they were to govern thoſe 
who were yet under the 1:2ht of Igno- 
rance? Why may not the Fjrmament be- 
ing in the midſt of the Waters, imply the 
erection of the Jewilh State in the midſt 
of a great deal of trouble, ſince it is 
confeſſed, that Waters are often taken 
in Scripture in a Metaphorical ſenſe for 
troubles and afilitions? and the Earth 
appearing out of the Waters, be no more 
bur the tettlement of that State after its 
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troubles; and particularly with, great 
elegancy after their paſſage through the 
Red Sex 2 And the produfttion of Herbs 
and living Creatures; be the great en- 
creaie of the People of all forts, as well 
thole of a meaner rank: (and therefore 
called herbs) as thoſe of 'a higher, that 
were to live upon the other, and ſome- 
times trample upon them, and therefore 
by way of excellency called” the Living 
Creatures 2 And when theſe were multi- 
plied and- brought into order, (which 
being done-by iteps and degrees, is {aid 
tobe finiſhed, in f{everal days) then the 
State and'the Church flouriſhed and en- 
joyed a great deal of pleaſure, which was 
the produttion of Man and Woman, and 
their being placed in Paradiſe: ( for a 
perfett Man, notes a high degree of per- 
tetion, and a Woman 1s taken for the 
Charchin the Revelations) but when they 
followed the Cuſtoms of other Nations 
which were as a forbidden treeto them, 
then they loſt all their happineſs and plea- 
ſure, and were expelFd out of their own 
Country, and lived in great ſlavery and 
miſery, which was the Curſe pronoun- 
ced againſtthem, for violating the rules 
of Policy eſtabliſhed among them. Thus 
you ſee how ſmall a meaſure of wit, <4 
4 : f © 
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of CHRIST. 
the advantage of thofe ways of interpre- 
ting Scripture, which the ſubrileſt of our 
adverſaries make uſe of, will ſerve to 
pervert the 'clearcſt expreſſions of 'Scri- 
pture to quite another ſenſe than was ever 
intended by the Writer of them. And 


T aſſure you, if that rule of interpreting 


Scripture be once allowed ; that if words 
are ever uſed in a Metaphorical ſenſe, 
there can be no neceſſity of underſtand- 
ing them any where in a proper ; there 
is ſcarce any -thing which you look on 
as the moſt neceſſary to be believed in 
Scripture, but it may be made appear 
not to be {o upon thoſe' terms. For by 


reaſon of the paucity and therefore the 


ambiguity of the Original words of the 
Hebrew language, the ſtrange Idioms of 
;r, rhe different ſenſes of the ſame word 
in ſeveral Conjugations, the want of ſc- 
veral modes of expreſſion which are ufcd 
in other Languages, and above all the 
loity and Metaphorical way of ſpeaking 
uſed in all Eaſtern Countries, and the 
imitation of the Hebrew Idioms in the 
Greek tranſlation of the Old Teſtament, 
anc. Original of the New, you can hard- 
ly affix a ſenſe upon any words uſed 
therein, but a man who wHl be at the 
pains to ſearch all poſſible a 
| an 
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and uſes of thoſe words, will put you 
hard to it, to make good that which you 
took to be the proper meaning of them. 
Wherefore although I will not deny to 
our adverſaries the praiſe of ſubtilty and 
diligence; I cannot give them that 
(which is much more praiſe-worthy) of 
diſcretion and ſound judgment. For 
while they uſe their utmoſt induſtry to 
ſearch all the moſt remote and Metapho- 
rical ſenſes of words, with a deſign to 
take off the genuine and proper meaning 
of them, they do not attend to the ill 
conſequence that may be made of this to 
the overthrowing thoſe things, the belief 
of which themſelves make neceſlary to ſal- 
vation, For by this way the whole Goſpel 
may be made an Allegory, and the Reſur- 
recion of Chriſt be thought as meta- 
pborical as the Redemption by his Death, 
and the force of all the Precepts of the 
Goſpel avoided by ſome unuſual ſignifi- 
cation of the words wherein they are de- 
livered. So that nothing can be more un- 
reaſonable than ſuch a method of proceed- 
ing, unleſs it be firſt ſufficiently proved 
that the matter is not capable of the pro- 
per ſenſe, and therefore of neceſſity the 
improper only is to be allowed. And 
this is that which Socinus ſeems after ey 

lis 
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his pains to pervert the meaning of the 
Places in controverſie, to rely on moſt ; 

viz. That the Dofrine of ſatisfattion doth Secin. de 
imply an impoſſibility in the thing it ſelf, pc... 
and therefore muſt needs be falſe ; nay, he Cap. ,. 
faith the infallibility of the Revealer had 

ot been enough in this Caſe, ſuppoſing that 

Chriſt had ſaid it, and riſen from the dead, 

to declare his own Yeracity ; unleſs he had 
delivered it by its proper cauſes and ef- 
fefts, and ſo ſhewed the poſſibility of the 

thing it ſelf. And the reaſon, he faith, 

why they believe their Doftrine true, is 

not barely becauſe God hath ſaid it, but 

they believe certainly that God hath ſaid it, 
becauſe they know t to be true ; by know- 

ing the contrary Doctrine to be impolli- 


pl 


FT ble. The controverſie then, concerning 
- the meaning of the places in diſpute is to 
; be reſolved from the nature and rcaſona- 
. bleneſs of the matter contained in them : 
q for if Socinus his reaſon be anſwerable to 


his confidence, if the account we give 

of the ſufferings of Chriſt, be repug- 

nant not only to the Juſtice, Goodnets 

and Grace of God, but to the nature of 

the thing ;. if it appear impoſſible, that 
mankind ſhould be redeemed in a proper 
| ſenſe, or that God thould be propitiated 
by the Death of his Son as a —_— 

or 
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for fin ; if it enervate all the Precepts 
of Obedience, and tend rather to juſtifte 
ſins than thoſe who do repent of them ; 
T ſhall then agree, that no induſtry, can 
be too great in ſearching Authors, com- 
paring places, examining Verſions, to 
find out ſuch a ſenſe as may be agree- 
able tothe nature of things, the Attri- 
butes of God, and the deſign of Chriſti- 
an Religion. But if on the contrary, 
the Scripture doth plainly aſſert thoſe 
things, from whence our Doctrine fol- 
lows, and without which no reaſonable 
account can be giveneither of the expreſ(- 
fions uſed therein, or of the ſufferings of 
Chriſt; if Chriſts death did immediate- 
ly reſpe&t God as a ſacrifice, and was 
paid as a price for our redemption ; if 
{\uch a deſign of his death be fo far from 
being repugnant to the nature of God, 
that it highly manifeſts his Wiſdom, 
Juſtice and Mercy ; if it aſſert nothing 
but what is ſo far from being impoſlible, 
that it is very reconcileable to the com- 
mon principles of Reaſon, as well as the 
Free-Grace of God in the pardon of fin ; 
if, being truly underſtood, it is fo far 
from enervating, that it advances high- 
ly all thepurpoles of Chriſtian Religion, 
then it can be no leſs than a betraying 

one 
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one of the grarid Truths of the Chriſti- 
an DoQrine, not'to believe ours to - be 
the true ſenfe of 'the places in controver- 


fie. And this! is that which I nowtake 


upon me to maintain. ' 
-*IE. For or clearer proceeding herein, 


nothing will te'more neceſſary, than'to 
"underſtand the true/ate of the'Controver- The gate 


1'3 


fie; which hath been rendred more ob- oftheCon- 


ſcure by the miſtzkes of ſome, who 


"have managed it with greater zeal than 
judgment; who. have aſſerted more 


than they needed to have done, and 


* made \our Adverſaries aſſert much leſs 
than they do: 'And'by this means have 
ſhot over their Adverſaries heads, and 


faid their own-more-open to aſſaults. It 
is eaſfie to obſerve, that moſt of Socinus 


his Arguments are levelled againſt an o- 


pinion, which'few who have' conſidered 


"theſe things do maintain, and none need 


to think themſelves obliged to do it; 
which is, That Chriſt paid a proper and 
rigid ſatisfation for the fins of men, 
conſidered under the notion of debts, and 
that he paid the .very ſame, which we 
ought to have done ; which in the ſenſe 
of the Law, is never called Satisfaction, 
bur ſtrict Payment. Againſt this, Socz- 
mus diſputes from the impoſſibility of 

| Chriſt's 


troverſie 


in general. 


Of the Sufferings 
Chriſt's paying the very ſame that we 
were to have paid; becauſe our penalty 


was Eternal Death, and that as the con- ' 


ſequent of inherent guilt, which - Chriſt 
neither did nor could undergo. Neither 
is it enough to ſay, 7hat. Chriſt had un- 
dergone Eternal Death, unleſs he had bee 
able to free himſelf from it; for the ad- 
miſſion of one to pay for another, who 
cou'd diſcharge the debr in much leſs 
time than the offenders conld., was 
not the fame which the Law required. 
For that takes no notice of any other 
than the perſons. who had ſinned ; 
and if a Mediator could have paid the 
ſame, the Original Law- muſt have been 
disjunCtive ; viz. That either the Of- 
fender muſt ſuffer, or another for him; 
but then the Goſpel had not been the 
bringing 1n of a better Covenant, but a 
performance of the old. But if there be 
a relaxation or diſpenſation of the firſt 
Law ; then it neceſſarily follows, that 
what Chriſt paid, was not the very 
ſame which the firſt Law required : for 
what need of that, when the very ſame 
was paid that was intheobligation 2 Bur 
if it be ſaid, That the Dignity of the perſon 
makes up,what wanted. in the kind or degree 
of puniſhment ; this is a plain me 

that 
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of CHRIST. 

that it is not the ſame, but ſomething 
equivalent, which anſwers the ends of 
the Sanction, as much as the fame would 
have done, which is the thing we con- 
tend for.. Beſides, if the very ſame had 
been paid in:the ſtridt ſenſe, there would 
have followed a deliverance ipſo fatto ; 
for the releaſe immediately follows the 
payment of the ſame: and it had been 
injuſtice to have required any thing fur- 
ther, in order to the diſcharge of the 
Offender, when ſtri& and full payment 
had been made of what was: in the oblj- 
gation. But we fee that Faith and Re- 
pentance, and: the conſequences of thoſe 
two, ' are made- conditions on. our parts, 
in order tothe enjoying .the benefit of 
what Chriſt hath procured : So that the 
releaſe is not immediate upon the pay- 
ment, but depends on a new contract, 
made in conſideration of what Chriſt 
hath done and ſuffered for us. If it be 
ſaid, That by Chriſt's payment we become 
his, and he requires theſe conditions of us ; 
beſides the contrariety of it to the Scri- 
ptures, which make the conditions to 
be required by him to whom the pay- 
ment was made; we are to conſider, 
that theſe very perſons aſſert, that Chriſt 
paid all for us, and in our —_— = 

cad; 
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ſtead; fo that the payment by Chriſt 
was by a ſubſtittition im ' our room ; 
and if he paid the ſame which the 
Law required, the benefit muſt ims 
mediately accrue'to thoſe in whoſe name 

debt was paid. For what was done 
1n\the name-of another, :1s all one tothe 
Creditor, asif it had been done by the 
Debtor himſelf... But above all things, it 
is impoſſible to reconcile the treeneis of 
remiſſion,” 'with the full payment of the 
very ſame which was inthe obligation. 
Neither: willat ferve to-fay, That though 
# was not free to Chriſt, 'yet [if was to us. 
For the ſatisfaction and” remiſſion mult 
reſpect the:fame perſons ; for Chriſt did 
not pay for:himfelf, bur for ws, : neither 


could the remiſſion be toiliim. - Chriſt 


therefore':is not conſidered" in- his own 
name, but/asaRting in our ſtead; ſo that 
what was-/free to him, 'Muft be to us; 
what was 'exaRtly paid: by'him, ir is all 
one as if it had: been done by us': ſo that 
it is impoſſible che ſame: debt ſhould be 
fully paid -and freely forgiven. Much 
feſs will itavoid the difficulty in this caſe 
to ſay, That it was a refuſable payment : 
for it being ſuppoled to be the very ſame, 
it was not in juſtice refuſable; and how- 
ever not in equity, if it anſwer the in- 

tention 
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tention of the Law, as much as tlie ſuf- 
fering of the offenders had done ; and the 
more it doth that, the leſs refuſable it is. 
And although God himſelf found out the 
way, that doth not make the pardon free; 
bur the deſignation of the perſon who 
was to pay: the debt. Thus when our 
Adverſaries diſpute againſt this opinion, 
no wender if they do it ſucceſsfully ; 
but this whole opinion is built upon a 
miſtake, that ſatisfation muſt ' be the 
payment of the very fame ; which while 
they contend for, they give our Adver- 
faries too great an advantage, and make 
them think they triumph over the Faith 
of the Church, when they do it only 
over the miſtake of ſome particular pers» 
ſons. But the foundation of this mis 
ſtake, lies in the conſideration of puniſh» 
ment, under the notion of ders, and 
that ſatisfaction therefore muſt be by 
ſtrict payment in rigor of Law ; but how 
great that miſtake is, will appear in the 
ſubſequent diſcourſe. Bur it cannot but 
be wondred at, that the very ſame per» 
ſons who conſider fins, as debts which 
muſt be ſtrictly ſatisfied for, do withal 
contend for the abſolute necellity of this 
ſatisfaction : whereas Socinus his Argu- 


ments would hold good, zf firs were only 
confe- 
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conſidered as debts, aud God:gs.the meer 
Creditor of puniſhment ; he might as free- 
ly part with his own right without ſatis- 
fattion, as any Creditgr may forgive what 
ſumm he pleaſes, to a perſon indebted tv 
him ; and\no reaſon can be brought to 
the contrary, from that notion of fins, 
\why he may not do it. But if they be 
conſidered; with-a refpe& to. God's Go- 
vernment of the world, and the honour 
of his Laws, then ſome further account 
may be given, why it may not be con- 
ſiſtent with that, to paſs by the ſins of 
men, without ſatisfaction made to them. 

HI. And becauſe the miſtake in this 


ference of matter, hath been the foundation of moſt 


of the ſubſequent miſtakes cn both fides, 
and the diſcovery of the cauſe of errours, 
doth far more to the cure of them, than 
any Arguments brought againſt them ; 
and withal, the true underſtanding of 
the whole Dodrine of fſatisfaftion de» 
pends upon it, I ſhall endeavour to make 
clcar tlie notion under which our finsare 
conſidered ; 'for upon that, depends the 
nature of the ſatisfaction which is to be 
mace for them. For while our Adver- 
ſarics {uppoie, that fins are to be looked 
on under the notion of debts in this de- 


bate, they alert it to be wholly free for 
God 


Q 
® 
F: 
Ph p 
bt 
J 
> 
Ws 
WR 
*% 
£ 


of :CHRIST. 


Godoto: remit them, without any ſatis- 
#a&ion/,,Fhey make the right of pu- 
ndifhment iheerly to depend on God's ab- 
ſolute. Dominion apd that all fatisfa- 
tion: muſt be:confidered under the no- 
tjon . of.compeaſation , for the-injuries 
done:ta\him, to: Whonr it is to be made. 
But if wexcam: clearly ſhew a conſidera- 
ble diflerence berween the notion of debts 
and pnniſhments, -ifthe right of puniſh- 
ment doth not depend upon meer Domi- 
nion, and that ſatisfaction by way of 
puniſhment, iis not: primarily intended 
for compenlation, but for other ends, we 
ihall make not only theſtate of the Con- 
troverſie much: clearer, but offer ſome- 
thing conſiderable towerds the reſoluti- 
gn of it - The way I ſhall take for the 
proof of the: difterence between debts 
and puniſhments, ſhall be uſing rhe other 
for the Arguments for it. For beſides, 
that thoſe things are juſt in matter of 
debts, which are not ſo in the caſe of 
puniſhments ; as, that it is lawful for a 
man to forgive all the debts which are 
owing him by all perſons, though they 
never ſo contumaciouſly retule pay- 
ment, but our Adverſaries will not ſay 
ſo in the cale of ſins ; for although they 
aſſert, That the juſtice of God doth ne- 

C 2 ver 
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Now refipiſcentibus wve- 
niam non concedere, id de- 
mum nature divine, & de- 
cretis ejus & propterea re- 
Hitudini & aquitati debi- 
rum eff ac confentaneum. 
Socin. de Servat. I. 1.c. 1. 
Non reſipiſcentes pana non 
liberare tum per ſe aqui- 
rati eft admodum conſent a- 
neum, Or poſitis quibuſdam 
finibus quos Dews ſibi in re- 
gendi: hominibus prafixit 
fate neceſſarium. Crell. C. 
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ver require puniſhment in 
caſe of repentance, yetwith- 
al they aſſert, That in caſe 
1of impenttency, it is not only 
agreeable, but due to the na- 
ture and:decrees ; and there- 


fore to the rellitude and e- 


quity of God not to give par- 
dou. Burt if this be true, 
then there is an apparent 
difterence between the no- 


Grort c.2.{e&t. 29. tion of debrs and puniſh: |. 


ments ; for the Impeniten- 

cy doth but add to the greatneſs of the 
debt : And will they ſay, it is only in 
God's power to remit' {mall debts, but 
he muſt puniſh the greateſt 2 what be- 
comes then of God's abſolute liberty to 
part with his own right 2 will not this 
thew more of his kindneſs to pardon the 
greater, rather than leſſer offenders But 
if chere be ſomething in the nature of the 
thing, which makes it not only juſt, but 
neceſlary for impenitent ſinners to be pu- 
niſhed, as Cre/ius after Sociuus frequent- 
ly acknowledges, then it is plain, that 
ſins are not to be conſidered meerly as 
debts, for that obſtinacy and impeni- 
tency is only puniſhed as a greater de- 
cree of fin, and therefore as a yu 
ebr. 
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debt. And withal, thoſe things are law- 
ful in the remiſſion of debts, which are 
unjuſt in-the matter of puniſhments ; as 
it is lawful for a Creditor, when two 
perſons are conſidered in equal circum- 
ſtances, to remit one, and not the other ; 
nay, to remit the greater debt, without 
any facisfaftion, and to exact the leffer 
to the greateſt extremity ; but it 1s un- 
juſt in matter of puniſhments, where the 
,.. reaſon and circumſtances are the ſame, 
. . for a perſon who hath committed a 
crime of very dangerous conſequence, 
to eſcape unpuniſhed, and another who 
hath been guilty of far leſs to be ſevere- 
ly executed. Beſides thele conſiderations, 
I fay, I ſhall now prove the difference of 
debts and puniſhments, from thoſe two 
things whereby things are beſt diffteren- 
ced trom each other ; viz. The different 
Reaſon, and the different End of them. 


IV. (1.) The different Reaſon of debts +, _.._ 


and puniſhments : The reaſon of debts fon of hu- 


: __ mane Pli- 
is dominion and property, and the —— 


obligation of them, depends upon vo- ;s the pnb- 


luntary contracts between parties ; but _—— 
the reaſon of puniſhments is Juſtice and 


Government, and depends not upon 
meer contracts, but the relation the per- 
ſon ſtands in to that Authority to which 
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he is accountable for, his ations, For 
if the obligation to, puniſhment, did de, 
pend upon meer contract, then none 
could juſtly be puniſhed, but ſuch: who 
have conſented to it by an antecedent 
contract.: If it be ſaid, That.q contraft is 
implied, by their being in ſociety with 0- 
thers ; that is as much as I deffre to 
make th2 difference appear, for in caſe 
of debts, the obligation depends upon 
the voluntary contract of the > x . 
bur in caſe of punithments, the: very 
relation to Government, and living un- 
der Laws doth imply it. And the right 
of puniſhment depends upon the obli- 
gation of Laws, where the reaſon of 
them holds, without any expreſs con- 
tract, or ſuperiority of one over ano- 
ther; as in the caſe of violation of the 
Law of Nations, that gives right to ano- 
ther Nation to puniſh the infringers of 
it. Otherwiſe Wars could never be law- 
tul between two Nations, and none 
could be warrantable, but thoſe of a 
Prince againſt his rebellious ſubjects, 
who have broken the Laws themſelves 
conſented expreſly to. Beſides, in caſe 
oi debrs every man is bound to pay, 
whether he be call'd upon or no ; but in 
caſe of puniſhments, no man is bound 
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to betray or accuſe himſelf. For the 


obligation to payment in caſe of debt ; * 


ariſeth from the injury ſuſtained by that 
particular perſon , if another detains 
what is his own from him ; but the ob- 
ligatioa to puniſhment, ariſes from the 
injury,the Publick ſuſtains by the impu- 
nity of crimes, of which the Magiſtrates 
are to take Care ; who by the diſpen- 
ſing of puniſhments, do ſhew that to be 
true which Grotzus aſſerts, that if there 
be any Creditor to be affigned 3n puniſh- 
ment, it ts the publick .good.: Which 
appears by this, that all puniſhments are 
proportuoned, according to the influence 
the offences have upon the publick in- 
tereſt ; for the reaſon of punithment is 
not becauſe a Law 1s broken, but be- 
cauſe the breach of a Law tends to diſ- 
ſolve the community, by intringing the 
Authority of the Laws, and the honour 
of thoſe who are to take care of them. 
For if we conſider it, the meaſure of py- 
niſhments is in a well ordered State, ta- 
ken from the influence which crimes 
have upon the peace and intereſt of the 
community. No man queſtions, but 
that Malice , Pride and Avarice, are 
things really as bad as many faults, 
that are ſeverely puniſhed by humane 
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Laws, but the reaſon theſe are not pu- 
' Niſhed is, becauſe they do not ſo much 
injury to the publick intereſt, as Theft 
and Robbery do. Beſides, in thoſe things 
wherein the Laws of a Nation are con- 
cerned, the utmoſt rigor is not uſed in 
the preventing of crimes, or the execu- 
tion of them when commirted, if ſuch 
an execution may endanger the publick 
more than the impunity of the offenders 
may do. And there are ſome things 
which are thought fit to be forbidden, 
where the utmolt means are not uſed to 
prevent them ; as Merchants are forbid- 
den to ſteal cuſtoms, but they are not 
put under an Oath not to do it. And 
when penalties have been deſerved, the 
execution of them hath been deferred, 
till it may be moſt for the advantage of 
the publick : as Joad's puniſhment till S0- 
lomon's Reign, though he deſerved it as 
much in David's. So that the rule com- 
monly talked of, Fiat juſtitia & pereat 
mundus, 1s a piece of Pedantry, rather 
than true Wiſdom ; for whatever pe- 
nalty inflicted brings a far greater detri- 
ment ta the publick, than the forbea- 
rance of it, 15no piece of Juſtice to the 
State, but the contrary ; the greateſt 
Law, kcing the fafcty and po_—_ 
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of the whole Body. By which it ap- 
pears, that in humane Laws, the reaſon 
of puniſhment is not, that ſuch an aQi- 
on is done, but becauſe the impunity in 
doing it, may have a bad influence on 
the publick intereſt ; but in debts, the 
right of Reſtitution depends' upon the 
injury received by a particular perſon, 
who looks at no more than the regara- 
| tion of his loſs by it. 
b. V. We are now to conſider, how far The right 
+ theſe things will hold in Divine Laws, *fDivine 
and what the righr of puniſhment doth _ragronil 
reſult from there. For Crell;us, the ſub- Domini- 
tilleſt of our Adverſaries, knowing of cy ... 
how great conſequence the reſolution of /pn/. a4 
this is, in the whole Controverſie of Sa- ER 
tisfaction, vehemently contends , That &c. 
the right of puniſhment doth reſult from 
Gods abſolute Dominion, and ——_ he 
zs to be conſidered as the offended party, 
and not as Governor in the right of inflidts 
ing puniſhment ; for which his firſt Ar- - 
' gument is, That our obedience is due to 
Gods Law, on the account of his Dominion ; 
but when that is uot performed, the penat> p. 144 
ty ſucceeds in its room, and therefore that 
doth belong to God on the ſame account : His 
other arguments are,from the compenſation 
of injuries due to the offended party, and 
; rom 
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from Gods anger againſt fin,' in which he 
zs to be conſidered as the offended party * 
Theſe two latter wwll be anſwered under 
the next head ; the firſt I am to examine 
here. Herherefore tells us, that theright 
of puniſhment belongs to. God's Domi- 
nion, becaule the reaton of his Govern» 
meat of mankind is, becauſe he is the 
Lord of them, But, for our better un- 
derſtanding this, we are to canſider, al- 
though the original right of Govern- 
ment doth reſult from God's Dominion ; 
for therefore our obedience 1s due, be- 
cauſe of his Soveraignty over us ; yet 
when God takes upon him the notion of 
a Governour, he enters into a new rela- 
tion with his creatures, diſtin&t from the 
firſt as meer Lord. For he is equally 
Lord of all to whom he gives a being, 
but he doth not require obedience upon 
equal terms, nor governs them by the 
{ame Laws : Dominion is properly ſhew- 
ed in the exerciſe of power ; but when 
God gives Laws according to which he 
will reward and puniſh, he io far re- 
rains the exerciſe of his Dominion to a 
{ubferviency tothe ends of Government. 
It we ſhould ſuppoſe, that God governs 
the world meerly by his Dominion, we 
muſt take away all rewards and puniſh- 

[Y ments ; 
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ments ; for then the actions' of: men, 
would be the meer effects of irreſiſtible 
power, and ſo not capable of rewards 
and puniſhments ; for there could be nei- 
ther of theſe, where mens actions are 
capable of the differences of good and 
evil, and that they cannot be, if they 
be the acts of Gags Spminen, and not 
of their own. But ifoth not exerciſe his 
full Dominion over rational creatures, 
it is apparent that he doth govern them 
under another notion than as meer Lord, 
and the reaſon of puniſhment is not to 
be taken from an abſolute right which 
God doth not make ule of, but from the 
ends and deſigns of Government, which 
are his own Honour, the Authority of 
his Laws, and the good of thoſe whom 
he doth govern. And Crellius is great- 
ly miſtaken, when he makes puniſhment 
to ſucceed in the place of the right of obe- 
dience ; tor it is only the deſert of pu- 
niſhment, which follows upon the vio- 
lation of that right ; and as we alert, 


that the right of obedience 1s derived 


from God's Soveraignty, ſo we deny not, 

but the deſert of puniſhment is from the 

violation of it; but withal we ſay, thar 

the obligation to puniſhment depends 

upon the Laws, and God's right " 
1 
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flict puniſhment (Laws being ſuppoſed) 
15 immediatcly from that Government 
which he hath over mankind : For ©- 


| therwiſe, if the whole righr of puniſh- 


ment did {till depend upon God's Do- 
minion, and the firſt right of Soveraign- 
ty, then all ſins muſt have equal puniſh- 
ments, becauſe thgp: are all equal viola- 
tions of the fundamental right of obe- 


_ dience; then it were at liberty for God 


to puniſh a greater ſin, with a leſs pu- 
niſhment; and a leſſer ſin, with a greater : 
And laſtly, this would make the puniſh- 
ment of ſin, a meer Arbitrary thing in 
God; for there would be no reaſon of 
puniſhment, but what depended upon 
God's meer will ; whereas the reaſon of 
puniſhment in Scripture is drawn from a 
repugnancy of fin to the divine purity 
and holineſs, and not meerly from God's 
power or will to puniſh ; but if that were 
all the reaſon of it, there would be no 
repugnancy in the nature of the thing 
for the moſt vitious perſon to be re- 
warded, and the moſt pious to be made 
everlaſtingly miſerable. But who ever 
yet durſt ſay or think ſo 2 From whence 
it appears that the relation between fin 
and puniſhment is no reſult of God's ar- 
bitrary will ; but it is founded in the 

nature 
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nature of the things ; ſo that as it is juſt 
God to pugiſ offenders, ſo it would be 
fas unjuſt puniſh the moſt innocent 
perſon without any reſpe& to fin. But 
if the right of puniſhment depends meer- 
ly on God's Dominion, I cannot under- 
ſtand why God may not "puniſh when, 
and whom, and m what manner he 
pleaſeth ; without any impeachment of 
his Juſtice, and therefore it-is tobe won- 
derd at, that the ſame perſons who aſ- 
ſert the right of puniſhment to be meer- 
ly in God's Dominion, ſhould: yet cry 
out of the' injuſtice of one perſon being 
puniſhed for 'anothers faults ; for why 
may not God exerciſe his Dominion in 
this caſe? yes, ſay they, he may his do- 
minion, but he cannot puniſh, becauſe pu- 
niſhment ſuppoſes guilt, and cannot be juſt 
without it ; how far that reaches, will 


be examined afterwards ; at preſent, we, 


take notice of the contradiction to them 
ſelves which our Adverſaries are guilty 
of, that they may ſerve their own hy- 
pothefis, for when we diſpute with them, 
againſt abſolute remiſſion without. fatis- 
faction, then they contend that the right 
of puniſhment is a meer a&t of Domi- 
nion, and God may part with his right, 
if he pleaſe ; but when they diſpute with 

us 
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us againſt the tranſlation of. puniſhment 
from. one to another, .then':they no log- 


ger ſay.that the right of pSiſhmeng js 


an a&t of Dominion, hut that'it is a ne- 
ceifary conſequent of iqherent guilt, and 
cannot be removed from-one to another. 
And then. they utterly: deny that pu- 
niſhment is of the nature of debts ; for 
Sie. de S07* One mays money, they. ſay, may become av- 
c. 3. Pre- others, hut one; mans puni(hyent cannot be- 
*#. c. 18. come anathgrs - Thus they give and take, 
deny, agd ,grant,.:as it feryes:for their 
preſent purpoſes. i; bole tf 
VI. (z.) The different.,qnd of debts 
Che o_ and puniſhments,make it appear that there 
meds nor. 4 4 difference in the nature of them ; for 
bare com- the intention of the obligation to. pay- 


= 


a ment 1n caſe of .debt, ls the compenta- 
debts tion of the damage which- the Creditor 
ſuſtains; but the intention of puniſh- 

ment, is not. bare compenſation, but it 

1s deſigned for greater and further ends. 

For which we are to conſider the diffe- 

rent nature of puniſhments, as they are 
inflicted by way of reparation of ſome 

injury. done to private petions, and as 

they - do reſpet the publick good. I 

grant, that private perſons in caſe of 
injuries, ſeek for compenſation of the 
damage they ſuſtain, and fo far ny 

ear 


bear the nature ob dfbts;i bat it we cogy 
i fidet them -as..inficted by, thoſe.:whn 
. have a carevk.the-publick, \thqughihey 
2re-to-ſee that- no private perſpn}{uffers 
injary. by another,;.yct the reaſgn..of 
that ws not mheerly thac he-might enjoy 
his own, but-becaule the doing. ihjaries 
to others tends:te:the ſubverſion of \the 
ends. of Government. Therefore; T can 
by no means #tmit that Poſitionigh Cret- | 
lius, that a Magiſtrate. trly. pmrifbes. as be 
afſurmes the prrſen, | of the particular. men 
who! have received; Aauries from. eters; Cl. c- 
tor he-aichs at other. ends thagimealy 75g 7 
| the compenſation, of thoſe injured pers 2.147.5e2. 
' fons. Their gyeat end is according to '7 7: '62- 
; the old RomanyHormla, n? quid, Reſp. 
| detrimenti capigti y; vhe reaſon of 'exact- 
| ing penalties up@n; private men, 1s ſtill . 
with a regajd;to the pyblick-faicty. 
; Suppoſing men in. a ſtate of- nature no 
puniſhmeat is due to the injured perfon, 
but reſtitutzon,of damage, and compen- 
{ation of: the Jols that accrucs to him by 
| the injury ſuſlained; and whatever. goes 
' beyond this, is: the. efſet of Govern- 
F ment, which. conftirutes penalties for 
preſervation of. the Society which is un- 
der Laws. But herein Crellius 15 00s) ad- 
verſary, but with no advantage _— 
| TE 
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his Cauſe; for he offers toprove againſt 
Grotius, that ſomething more u due by an 
znjury beyond bare compenſation for what 
the other is ſuppoſed to loſe by the right of 
zatare ; for 1aith he, i» every injury there 
#s not only the real damage which the per- 
for ſaſtains, but there is a contempt of the 
perſon implyed in it, for which as well as 
the former, he ought to have compenſation. 
To which I anſwer, rt. 'That this doth 
not prove-what he'defigns, viz. that pu- 
niſhment doth belong to the injured per- 
ſon'itt a'ſtate of Nature, beyond bare 
reſtitution, but that 'it is neceſſary, that 
men ſhould not continue in ſuch a ſtate, 
that fo they may be vindicated from 
that contempt, and' others compelled 
to reſtitution. Both which, as they are 
puniſhments, are not''in | the- power of 
the offended party as ſuch, but ſhew 
that it is very reaſonable there ſhould 
be Laws and Governours, that private 
perſons may be preſerved in their juſt 
rights, and offenders puniſhed for the 
vindication not only of their honour, 
but of the Laws too. And Laws being 
eſtabliſhed, the injured perſon hath right 
to. no more, than the compenſation of 
his loſs ; for that being forced upon the 
offending party, is a ſufficient vindica- 

tion 
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tion of his hofour. 2. If the contempt 
of a private perſon makes a'compenta- 
tion neceſſary, how much more will this 
hold ' in a publick Magiſtrate ; whoſe 
contempt by diſobedience 1s of fat worſe 
conſequence than that of a private perfon. 
And by this argument Cre/ius ovet- 
throws his main hypothefts, viz.” that 
God may pardon fin without ſatisfaction ; 
for if it be not only neceſſary, that the 
loſs be compenſated but the difhonour 
roo ; then ſo much greater as rhe diſho- 
nour 1s ; ſo much higher as the perſon 
is; fo much more beneficial to the world 
as his Laws are; {o much more neceſſa- 
ry is it that in order to pardon there 
muſt be a fatisfation made to him, for 
the aflronts he hath received from men. 


And if the grearneſs of the injury be to 


33 


be meaſured as Cre//zus aſſerts, from the Crel.c. 


worth and value of the thing, from the dig- 
nity and honour of the perſon, from the diſ- 
plicency of the fatt to him, which he makes 
the meatureof puniſhment ; this makes it 
ſtill far more reaſonable, that God ſhould 
have ſatisfaction for the ſins of men,than 
that men ſhould have for the injuries done 
them by one another ; eſpecially conſt- 


Gret cap. 2. 
P. 174- 


dering what the ſame Author doth aſſert 5:8. 2g. 
afterwards, that it is ſometime repuznant ? "98. 
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to juſtice, oor one to part . with his-own 
right in caſe of injuries, aud that ether 
from the nature and circumſtances of: the 
things themſelves , 'or 'a decree or deter- 
mination. to. the contrary : for the firi{t he 
inſtanceth in caſe of »otorious defamati- 
0x ; in Which he ſaith, i: # a diſhoneſt 
and unlawful thing for a man, not to make 
uſe of his own right for his vindication : 
and for the other, in caſe of great obſt ina- 
cy and malice. By both which, it is moſt 
apparent, that Crellzus puts a mighty dif- 
ference between the nature of debts, and 
puniſhments, ſince in all. caſes he allows 
it lawful for a perſon free, to remit ' his 
debts; but in ſome caſes he makes it 
utterly unlawful for a perſon not to make 
uſe of his right for puniſhment. And 
withal if a private perſon may not part 
with his own riglit in ſuch caſes, how 
unreaſonable 15 it not to aſſert the ſame 
of the great Governour of the world? 
and that there may be a necclity for 
him upon ſuppoſition of the contempt 
of himfſclt and his Laws, to vindicate 
himſelf and his honour to the world, by 
ſome remarkable teſtimony of his ſc- 
verity againſt ſin. 


VII. Bit 
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\ , VIE. But Crelljus yet urgeth another 
end of ,pupithment, which though the 
moſt, unzeaſonable of ail others, yet ſuf: 
fciently; proves from himſelf the diffe- 
rence, of. dehts and puniſhments, which 
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his great 
miſtake a- 
bour the 
end of pu« 
niſhments, 


is,.:the' delight which the injured perſon _ cap. 
takes in ſeeing the offender puniſhed. This ſed. 28. 


he ſo muclx inſifts upon, as though he 
made it the,moſt natural end of-puniſh- 
ment ; for ſaith he, among, the Puniſhments 
which a Prince or any other free Perſon 
can inflift, revenge 1s in the firſt place, 
aud the more there is of that in any thing, 
the more properly:it is called a puniſhment ; 
and he tells what he meansby this azo ; 
Viz. folatium.ex alieno dolore, the content- 
x0. man muſh objef, that this is a thing evil 
in it ſelf ;. for although it be forbidden us 
ander the New Teſtament, yet in it ſelf it 15 
not unlawful for one that hath ſuffered pain 
from another to ſeek for the eaſe of his own 
. pain, by the miſeries of him that injured 
him : and for this purpoſe, ſaith he, we 
have the Paſſion of Anger in us, which be- 
ing a defire of returning injuries, 1s then 
ſatufied when it apprehends it done. 
But how abſurd and unreaſonable this 
doctrine is, will be eaſily diſcovered, for 
this would make the primary intend- 

2 ment 
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ment of puniſhment to be the evil of 
him that ſuffers it. Whereas the right 
of puniſhment is derived from an in- 
Jury received, and therefore that which 
gives that right, is ſome damage ſuſtai- 
ned, the reparation of which is the firſt 


thing deſigned by the offended party : 


Though it take not up the'whole nature 
of puniſhment. And on this account no 
man can juſtly propoſe any end to him- 
{elf in anothers evil, but what comes un- 
der the notion of reſtitution. For the 
evil of another is only intended in pn- 
niſhment as it reſpes the good of him 
for whoſe ſake that evil is undergone. 
When that good may be obtained with- 
out anothers evil, the defire of it is un- 
juſt and unreaſonable : and therefore all 
that contentment that any 'one takes in 
the evil another undergoes, as it is evil 


_ to him, 15 a'thing repugnant to humane 


nature, and which all perfons condemn 
in others when they allow themſelves in 
it. Tt will be hard for Cre/lzus to make 
any difference between this end of pus» 
niſhment which he aſſigns, and the great- 
eſt cruelty ; for what can that be worſe 
than taking delight in making others 
miſerable, and ſeeing them ſo when he 
hath made them. It it be replyed, that 

cruelty 
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cruelty is without any cauſe, but here a juſt 
cauſe is ſuppoſed : 1 anſwer, a juſt cauſe 
is only ſuppoſed. for the puniſhment, 
but there can be no juſt cauſe for any 
to delight in the miſeries of others, and 
to comfort themſelves by inflicting or 
beholding them. For the evil of ano- 
ther is never intended, but when it 1s the 
only means leſt for compenſation ;. and 
he muſt be guilty of great inhumanity, 
who deſires anothers evil any further 
than that tends to his own good, 7. e. 
the reparation of the damage ſuſtained ; 
which if it may be had without ano- 
thers evil, then that comes not by the 
right of nature within the reaſon of pu- 
niſhment ; and conſequently where it 
doth not ſerve for that end, the comfort 
that men take in it is no part of juſtice, 
bur cruelty. For there can be no reaſon 
at all aſſigned for it ; for that /enimentum 
doloris which Cre/ius inſiſts on is meerly 
imaginary, and no other than the Dog 
hath in gnawing the ſtone that is thrown 


at him; and for all that I know, that 


propenſion in nature to the retribution 
of evil tor evil any further than it tends 
to our ſecurity, and the preſervation for 
the future, is one of the moſt unreaſona- 


ble Paſſions 1a humane Nature. 
D 3 VIII. And 
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VIII. And if we examine the nature 


of Anger, either conſidered Naturally \br 


Morally, the intention of it is, not the 
returning evil to another,' for the evil 
received, bur the ſecurity and: prefers a- 
tion of our ſelves ; which we ſhould nor 
have ſo great a care of, unleſs we had 
a quick ſenſe of injuries, 'and our blood 
vere apt to be hearcd at the apprehen- 
ſion of them. But when this paſſion 
vents it ſelf, in doing others injury to 
alleviate its own grief, it 1s a violent 
and unreaſonable perturbation ; but being 
governed by reaſon, it aims at no more, 
than the grear end of our beivgs ; vzz. 
Self-Prefervation. Bur when that canfiot 
be obtained without anothers cvil, ſo far 
the intendment of it 1s lawfvl, but no 
further. And'I cannot therefore think 
thoſe Philoſophers, who have defined 


- Anger to be ?2:Z; 2iliAbmymec, by whoſe 


Authority Cref;us detends himielf, when 
he makes anger to be adefire of revenge, 
did throughly conſider what was juſt and 
reaſonable in it, but barely what was na- 
tural, and would be the effe&t of that 
paſſion, if not governed by reaſon. For 
otherwiſe Ful.Scaliger's definition 1s much 
more true and juſtifiable, that it is ap- 
petitus depulionts ; viz. that whereby we 

are 
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are ſtirred up to drive away from us, 

any thing that is injurious to vs. But 
becauſe Cre/ius atledgeth a ſaving of Se- 

neca, that would make vindidta of the 

nature of puniſhment, dvahbus de canfis g". », 
punire princeps ſolet, fi aut ſe vindicet Clem.1 1. 
aut alium: We ſhall oppoſc to this the © ?* 
{enſe of the ſame Author in this matter, 

which may ſufficiently clear the other 
paſſage : For, ſaith he, [uhiymanum wer- 

bum eft, & quidem pro juſto receptum, ul- P* Ira,12. 
tio, & a contumelia non differt niſi ordi- © m 

ne : qui dolorem regerit, tantum excuſati- 
us peccat. And no man ſpeaks with great- 
er vehemency againſt the delight in o- 
thers puniſhments than he doth ; for he 
always aſſerts, the only reafon of puniſh- 
ment, to be ſome advantage which 15 to 
come by it, and not mecrly to fatisfie 
anger, or to allay their own griets, by 
} fecing anothers : For, ſaith te, the pu- 
| niſhment is inflicted, Noz qu. delettetur 


| | ullius pana( precul eft exima ſapiente tam OR os 
| inhumana feritas ſed ut documentum om- 

" | mium fmt: So that it is onlv the uleful- 

| nels of puniſhment according to him, 

: ; _ which makes it become any wile man ; 


and fo far from a fatisfaction of his grief 
by anothers puniſhment, that he makes 
+ that a piece of inhumanity, not inci- 
{ D 4 dent 
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dent to any who pretend to wiſdom. 
Nay, he denies, that a juſt puniſhment #% 

doth flow from Anger ; . for he that in- 

De 12,11, flits that, doth it mon 7pfrus pane 
c.9. avidus, ſed quia oportet , not as defſi- 
©22.12- ring the puniſhment, but becauſe there 
are great reaſons for it : Andelfewherc, 

Cap. 13- Exſequar quia oportet, non quia dotet : he 
is far enough then from approving, that 
imaginary compenſation of one mans 

pu by anothers. And he ſhews at 

arge, that the weakeſt natures, and the 

leaſt guided by reaſon, are the moſt ſub- 

ject to this anger and revenge. And al- 
though other things be precended, the 
general cauſe of it is, a great infirmity 

of humane nature ; and thence it is, that 
children and old men, and ſick perſons, 

are the moſt ſubject ro it; and the bec- 

ter any are, the more they are freed | 

from it : | 


R —quippe minuts | 

Semper & infirmi eſt animi, exiguique va- |; 

luptas ; 
Clio 


He makes Cruelty to be nothing elle, # 

But the intemperance of the mind in ex 

a#ing puniſhment ; and the difference be- 
TT | tween 
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tween a Prince. and a Tyrant to. lie in, 
* this, That oxe delights in puniſhing, the 1.1c11,2. 
other never does it but in caſe of neceſſity, 
whea the publick good requires it. And 
this throughout his diſcourſe, he makes 
the meaſure of puniſhment. Who then 
could imagine, that he ſhould ſpeak fo 
contradictory to himſelf, as to allow pu- 
niſhment for meer revenge, or the eaſing 
ones own griefs, by the pains 'of ano- 
ther 2 In the places cited by Cre//us, 
(if taken in his ſenſe) he ſpeaks what 
commonly is, not what ought to be in 
the world ; for he diſputes againſt it in 
thar very place, therefore that cannot be 
the meaning which he contends for. The 
common deſign of puniſhments by a Prince, 
ſaith he, 7s either to vindicate himſelf or 
' others. 1 ſo render his words, becauſe 
| windicare, when it is joyned with the 
perſon injured, as here, vindicare ſe aut 
aliuam, doth properly rclate ta the end 
of puniſhment, which is aſſerting the 
right of the injured perſon ; but when 
it is joyned with the perſons who have 
done the injury, or the crimes whereby 
they did it, then it properly ſignifies to 
* puniſh. Thus Salut uſeth, Yirdicatum 


Saluſs. in 


in eos ; and Cicero, In milites noftros Ve-.catatin. 
bementer yindicatum, - and for the fat ve- Cicere. 7.0. 


iy 
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ry frequently in him, maleficia vindicare ; 

\ but whenitrelates to the injured perſon, 
as here it doth, it cannat fignifie, meer-' 
ly to puniſh; for then ſe vindicare would 
be to puniſh ones ſelf, but to: affert his 
own right in caſe of injury, though it 
be with the puniſhment of another : For” 

Cicero ds V indicatio, as Cicero defines it, eſt per 
Invent. 2. quam vis © injuria & omnino quod obfu-* 
rurum eft defendendo aut ulciſcendo pro- 
palſatar." So that the ſecurity of our 

ſelves in caſe of force or injury, 1s that 

which is called YVindication : which ſome- 

times may. be done by defence, and o- {| 
thertimes by puniſhment. And that Se- þ| 

»eca doth mean no more here, is appa-: - þ 

rent by what follows; for in caſe of pri- 

vate injuries, he ſaith, pznam /1 tuto' po- 

terit donet, he would have'the Prince 
forgive- the puniſhment, if it may be | 

done with ſafety ; ſo that he would not | 

have any one puniſhed, to ſatisfie ano- | 

thers deſire of revenge, but to preſerve 

> 1-2 1, his own ſafety : And afterwards he faith, | 
e Irg,l.1. : , 4s | 
c. 21. Ut ws much beneath a Princes condition, to 
need that ſatisfaftion which ariſes from ano- 

thers ſufferings : Bur for the puniſhments 

of others, he ſaith, The Law hath eſta- 

bliſhed three ends, the amendment of the 
perſons, or making others better by their 


puniſh» 


8 
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puniſhments, or \ the *publick ſecurity, by 


taking away ſuch evil members out of the 

body : So that in publick puniſhments, 
he'never ſo much as ſuppoſes, that' con- 
tentment which revenge fanſies in others * won pre- 
puniſhments, but makes them wholly noon 
deſigned for the publick advantage. For”;..6;:u- ; 
the Laws in puniſhment do not look back- nam we 
ward but forward; for as * Plato ſaith, No apa peo 
wiſe man ever puniſhed, meerly becauſe men dns pune 
had offended, but leſt they ſhould : For T'' ed 
paſt things cannot be recalled, but future nc pecce- 
are therefore forbidden, that they ' may be & _ 
preverted So to the fame 'purpole is 1. 1. c. 16. 
the ſaying of Lattantius, produced by £3 #. de 
Grotius, Surgimus ad vindittam non quia 5; c.:- 
left ſumus, ſed ut diſciplina ſervetur, mo- 


res corrigantur, licentia comprimatur : hec 


eſt Tra juſta. To which Crellias an{wers, 


That this ſignifies nothing, unleſs it can be m__ 
proved, that no man may juſtly puniſh ano- 


ther, meerly becauſe he is wronged. It he 


means of rhe.right to puniſh, we deny 
not that to be, becauſe the perſon 1s 
wronged ; bur it he underſtands it of 
the deſign and end of puniſhment, then 
we deny, that it 1s an allowable end of 
puniſhments, any further than it can 
come under the notion of reſtitution, of 
which we have ſpoken already. - Wher 


a 
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a Maſter (which is: the inſtance he pro” 
duceth) puniſheth hy ſervants,becauſe they 
have, diſobeyed him : The reaſon of that 
puniſhment, is not the bare diſobedience, 
but the injury which comes to him by 
it ; the reparation of which he ſeeks by 
puniſhment, either as to his authority, 
ſecurity or profit. = ” adds, That 
where puniſhment us deſigned , for preſer- 
vation of diſcipline , "os #9 at of 
manners , and keeping perſons in order, 
(which are the ends mentioned by La- 
Gavtins) it is where the intereſt of the 
perſons lies, in the preſervation of theſe, 
and is therefore offended at the neglett of 
them. To which Tanſwer, That the in- 
tereſt of ſuch a one, is not barely the 
intereſt of an offended party, as ſuch, 
bur the intereſt of a Governour ; and no 
body denies, but ſuch. a one may be an 
offended party : but the queſtion is, 
Whether the deſign of puniſhment be 
meerly to ſatisfie him as the offended par- 
ty, or to anſwer the ends of Govern- 
ment 2 For Cre/ius hath already told us, 
what it is to fatisfie one as an offended 
party, that is, to eaſe himſelf by the 
puniſhment-of others ; but what ever 1s 
deſigned for the great ends of Govern- 


meant, is not to be canfidered under that 
notion, 


5 
© 
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notion, — the Governour thay be 
juſtly offended'at the negle& of them. 
And there is this-confiderable difference 
between the puniſhment made to an of- 
fended party, as fuch, and that'which 
is for the ends of Government; that'the 
former is a fatisfaftion to 4mger, and 
the latter to Laws and the publick inte- 
reſt. For Cre/zus diſputes much for the 
right of Anger in' exactingpuniſhments; cap.2. /e. 
the ſitisfattion of which, in caſe of .real *-?: "43- 
Injury, he never makes unlawful, but in, 5," 
caſe that it be prohibited us by one, whoſe 
power 4s above our own : nay he makes it 
otherwiſe the primary end of Puniſhment. 
So that arger "is the main thing: upon 
theſe terms to be reſpeted in '/puniſh- 
ment : but where it is defigned for the 
ends before-mentioned, there 'is no ne- 
ceſſity of any ſuch paſſion as anger to 
be fatisfied, the ends of puniſhment:may | 
be attained wholly without it: And pub- 5 — 
lick puniſhment, according to Sexeca, 
201 ira ſed ratio eſt, is no effe of an- 
ger, but reaſon; for, ſaith he, »ihil mi- 
nus quam iraſci punientem decet : nothing 
leſs becomes one that puniſheth, than 
anger doth ; for all puniſhments be- 
ing conſidered as Medicines, no man 
ought to give Phyſick in anger, or = 

et 
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Cop. 16. faith hez-when he goes| to:puniſh,'' ought. to ; 
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kt himſelf. blood ina fury, :.4 Magiftrate, 


appear only vultu legis:que:inon irafcitus.; 
fed conſtituit, with- the 'countenance, of 
the Law ,: which appoints puniſhments 
without: paſſion : The reaſon of which. 
15, becauſe-the Law aims :not primarily, 
at the evitiof the man that ſuffers /pu- 
niſhmeht;-but at rhe gaod which comes. 
ro the piblick by ſaci, ſufferings, For. 


T | the firſt defign of, the Law. was .tq: pre+. 


vent any evil being: done, and pupiſh-, 
ment coming in by. way..of. Sanction to 
the force of the Law,,.muſt have., the, 
ſame primary end. whichithe Law it {elf 
had ;| which is not to fatisfie barely; the- 
offended party for the breach, any fur-+- 
ther than that fatisfation tends to. the. 
ſecurity of the Law, and preventing, the. 
violation of it for the future, The ſub- 
ſtance of what I have ſaid upon this ſub- 
jet, may be thus briefly comprized, 
That-antecedently to Laws, the offended 
party hath right ro no more than bare 
reparation of the damage ſuſtained by 
the injury ; that the proper notion of 
puniſhment is conſequent to Laws, and 
the inflicting of it is an a&t of Govern- 
ment, which is not deſigned for meer 


ſatisfaction of the anger of the injured 
perſon, 
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perſon, butiforithe-publick-good, which 

lies. in preſerving..the i4uthority of 'the 

Laws, the: preventing all-imjuries by the 
fecurity of mens juſt rights; and the-vin- 
dication ob the-dignity»'and+/honour of 

him, :who as to-take care>of :the;publick 

good. Foritheſc!Cre//ius hunielt acknows+ 
ledgeth, torbe the juſt ends of puniſhments, 

only he would have the' fatisfaction- a 

man takes in anothers evil; to:come'1 

the firſtplace j-wherein how. + +: 

much he 1s miſtaken, I hope: i W##=: (ſc. ſolatio & ſe- 
we havealreadymaniſeſted. «5;;/,7 p/ Ries Jn parc 
Becauſe - the -proper nature :/; 71am violate, & aligus 
of. puniſhment n dependivg.. oY L rr. jy 4] _—_ 
upon Laws, theLaws do not.::Crel.cap.2. ſe&t 28.p.193- 
primarily.. deſign: the.bene- Yn = 
fit; of, private: perſons (ſuppoſing that 
were ſo }- but: the advantage of that 
community which they- are made - for. 

IX. And: in thoſe caſes: wherein the The Inte- 
Magiſtrate doth right to particular per- ls hom 
ſons in the puniſhment of thoſe . who in puniſh- 
have injured-them, he doth: it not-as ta- RY Gs 
king their perſon upon him, for he aims fom that 
ar other things than they do; they look of private 
at a bare compenſation tor the. injury re- * 
ceived ; but the Magittrate at the ill con- 
ſequence the impunity of injuries may 
be of to the publick : they, it may beat 

the 
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the ſarisfation of their difpleaſure ; but 
he at the ſatisfaction of the Laws ; they 
at their own private: damage ; he at the 
violation-of: the pablick peace. And from 
hence ambrig:thoſe Nations who valued 
all crimes at a-certain rate, in matters of 
injury between man and man, the inju- 
red perfon'\was not only_to-receive com- 
penfationfor his wrong; buta conſidera» 
rable:fine was to be paid. to the Exche- 
quer for the--violation 'of the publick 

De merib. peace. ' Thus Tacitus obſerves 1 

German. the old Germans, Grotius/ of ) the old Go- 

Grerdeeg. thick Laws,and from them (as moſt ofour 

Goth. i= modern Laws and Cuſtoms are derived? 

In3.% Lindenbrogjus of the Salick,” Alemamich, 

p. 67. Lin- Lombardick, Spelman of 'the Saxon, who 

mr :, tells us.in-caſe of murder there were three 

Ce. Leg. Payments, one to the Kindred, which was 

gw. called Meghote'; the ſecond to the Lord, 

ma. 7 called Manbore, the third to the Xing, cal- 

v. reds. Jed Freda, from the German Frid, which 
ſignifies peace, it being the conſideration 
paid:to the King for the breach of the 

- publick peace. And ths, faith he, zn all 
attions, was anciently paid to the King, 


becauſe the peace was ſuppoſed to be bro- 


ken, not by meer force, but by any injuries ; 


and if the ation was unjuſt, the Plain- 
tiff paid it ; if juſt, the defendant. And 
the 
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the meaſure of it, ſaith Bignonius, was the 
tenth” part of. the. value of the thing as 
eſtimated by Law. which by the Cuſtoms 
of the ancient . Reyjans was depoſited at 
the commencing of a ſuit by both, and 
only[taken up again by him who over- 
came; and,was by. them called Sacra- 
mentum; as Varro tells us. And the ſame 
cuſtom was:obſerved among the Greeks 
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Bignon.not « 


in Maccul 
phi form. 


cap. 20. 


Varro ate 


L. L lib.g. 


too, as appears.by Julius Pollux , who 5,1 py. 
tells us it was called 720(#12/522n among /u. 1. 8, 


them, and in publick ations was the 
fifch part, -in private the tenth. But that 
which was paid ' to the publick in caſe 
of murder,  was:among the Greeks call- 
ed z2w), the ſame with pana, for ZHeſy- 
chius tells us that is @vlix119i5 * nap ps 
Sun, and to the ſame purpole the 
Scholiaſt on Zomer on thoſe words, 7/:ad. 
TY £Wezz Tawn; Av3 £5 2 rp0YNypas,by which 
the Original, of the name pena, comes 
from a payment made to the publick, ac- 
cording to that known rule, zntereſt reip. 
delicta puniri, that perſons may ſee how 
much the publick ſafety is concerned, 
that crimes be puniſhed. From which 
and many other things which might be 
inſiſted on, Cre//ius his Hypotheſis will 
appear to be falſe, viz. that when the Ma- 
giſtrate doth judge in the affairs of parti- 
, cular 
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cular men, he doth it only as aſſuming, the 
perſon of thoſe men ; whereas it appears 
from the reaſon of the thing, and. the 
Cuſtom of Nations, that the intereſt of 
the Magiſtrate is conſidered as diſtin 
from that of private perſoris,, when he 
doth moſt appear in vindication of 'in- 
juries. Burall this isminaged with a re- 
ſpect to the grand hypoth lis, viz, that 
the right of puniſhing doth belong only 
to the offended party as ſuch, that the pu- 
niſhment is of the nature of debts, and 
the ſatisfaRion by compenſation to the 
anger of him who is offended. The 
fallity of which this difcourſe was de- 
ſigned to diſcover. 

Having thus confidered the nature of 
puniſhments among 'men, we come more 
cloſely to our matter, by examining 
how far this will hold in the puniſh- 
ments which God inflifts on the account 
of ſin. For which two things muſt be 
enquired into, r. In what ſenſe we at- 
tribute anger to God. 2. What are the 
great ends of thoſe puniſhments God in- 


Of the na- fits on men on the account of ſin. 


rure Or 
Anger in 


X. For the firſt, though our Adver- 


God ; the ſaries are very unwilling to allow the 


ſatisfaQti- 
on to be 


term of punitive juſtice, yet they con- 


made toit. tfid for a punitive auger in God, and 


that 
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that in-the worſt ſenſe as it 1s apperi/us 
vindite : for after Crellius hath con- ©r:%c-p 
tended that this is the proper notion of, 
anger in general ; xeither ought any one 2. 177: 
to ſay, he adds, that avger as other paſ- 
ſions is attributed improperly to God ; for 
ſetting afide the imperfedions, which thoſe 
paſſions are ſubjet to imus, all the reſt 1s 
to be attributed to him; taking away then 
that perturbation, and pain, and grief we 
find in our ' ſelves in anger, to which the 
abborrency bf fin anſwers in-God,all the reſt 
doth agree ts him, 1 would he had a lit- 
tle more plainly told us what he means 
by all the reſt, but we are to guels at 
his meaning by what went before, where 
he allows of Cicero, and Ariſtotle's defi- : 
nition of Arger, whereof the one is, that ohms 
it is /ibido, or ( as Crellius would rather Rye. 1.2 
have it, ) cupiditas puniend;, the other © *: 
Cortls ple Aumns mLW21%%, OC. and him- 
{elf calls it panz appetitio, and in ano- 
ther p!ace,that it may be as properly defi- 
ned capiditas vinditte as cupiditas pane 
or affeftus vindicandi, as well as puniend;: c.y ._ 
in all which places, he doth aſſert ſuch /#. 22. 
an anger in God as ſuppoles ſuch a mo-* '* 
tion, or deſire, or inclination to puniſh 
ſin when it is committed, as there is 
in us when an injury is done us, on- 

EF 2 I 
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ly the perturbation and- pain excluded. 
But he hath not thought fit to explain 
how ſuch new motions or inclinations 
in the divine nature every time fin is 
committed, are conſiſtent with the im- 
mutability and perfection of it ; nor 
what ſuch a kind of defire to puniſh in 
God imports, whether a meer inclina- 
tion without the effec; or an inclination 
with the effect following : if without the 
effet, then either becauſe the ſin was 
not great enough, or Gods honour was 
not concerned to do it, and in this caſe 
the ſame reaſons which make the effect 
not to follow, make the deſire of it in- 
confiſtent with the divine wiſdom and 
perfe&tion : or elſe becauſe the effe&t is 
hindred by the repentance of the perſon, 
or ſome other way which may make is 
not neceſſary to do it ; then upon the 
ſame reaſon the efte&t is ſuſpended, the 
inclination to do it ſhould be ſo too; for 
that muſt be ſuppoſed to be governed 
by an eternal reaſon and counſel as well 
.as his ations; unleſs ſome natural paſ- 
ſions in God be ſuppoſed antecedent to 
his own wiſdom and counſel, which is 
derogatory to the infinite perfeCtion of 
God, ſince thoſe are judged imperfei- 
ons in our ſelves : if it be taken only 
with 
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with the effet following it , then God 
can never be ſaid to be angry but when 
he doth puniſh, whereas his wrath i ſaid 
#0 be kindled in Scripture, where the ef- 
fe& hath not followed ; which if it im- 
plies any more than the high provoca- 
tion of God to puniſh (as I ſuppoſe it 
doth not) then this inclination to puniſh 
is to be conceived diſtin from the et- 
fe following it. But that conception 
of anger in God ſeems moſt agreeable to 
the divine nature, as well as to the Scr7- 
ptures, which makes it either zhe puni/h- 


)3 


ment it ſelf, as Crelltus ellewhereacknow- 7,1. ve. 
ledges it is often taken ſo; or God's ra Relig. 1. 
declaration of his will to puniſh, which is © © 3* 


called the revelation of the wrath of God 
againſt all unrighteouſneſs of men, God 
thereby diſcovering the juſt diſpleaſure 
he hath againſt fin ; or the great prove- 
cation of God to puniſh, by the fins of 
men ; as when hs wrath is ſaid, to be 
kindled, &c. By this ſenſe we may ea- 
fily reconcile all that the Scripture faith 
concerning the wrath of 'God ; we make 
it agreeable to infinite perfetion,we make 
no ſuch alterations in God; as the appea- 


ſing of his' anger muſt imply, it that: 
imply any kind of commotion in him. 


And thus the grand difficulty of Cre/us 
= 4 appears 


4 
Crell.cap.7. 
ſee. 3. 
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pears to be none at all, againſt all thoſe 
paſſages of Scripture which ſpeak of ap- 
peaſiug God, of atonement, and reconci- 
lation, viz. that if they prove ſatisfadti- 
on, they muſt prove that God beaug attually 
augry with mankind before the ſufferings 
of his Son, he muſt be preſently appeaſed 
upon his undergoing them. For no more 
need to be 1aid, than that God being 
juſtly provoked; to puniſh the. ſins of 
mankind, was pleaſed to accept -of- the 
ſufierings of his Son, as a ſufficient ſa- 
crifice of Atonement for the ſins of the 
world , on conſideration of which he 
was pleaſed to offer thoſe terms of par- 
don, which' upon mens performance of 
the conditions required on their part, 
ſhall be ſufficient to diſcharge them 
from that obligation to puniſhment 
which they were under by their ſins. 
And what abſurdity,or incongruity there 
is in this to. any- principle of reaſon, I 
cannot imagine. : But our Adverſaries 
firſt make opinions for us, and then ſhew 
they are unreaſonable. They firſt ſup- 
paſe that anger in God 1s to be conſider- 
cd as a paſſion, and that paſiion a deſire 
of- revenge for | ſatisfaction of it ; and 
then tell us, that-if we do _naot.;-prove, 
that this deſire of; revenge can be ſans 
| c 
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fied by the ſufferings of Chriſt, then we 
can never prove the dodrine of ſatisfa- 
Qion to be true ; whereas we do not 
mean, by God's'anger any ſuch paſſion, 
but the juſt declaration of God's will to 
puniſh upon our provocation of him by 
our fins ; we do not make the deſign of 
ſatisfaction to be, rhat God may pleaſe 
himſelf in the revenging the ſins of the 

uilty upon the moſt innocent perſon ; 

cauſe we make the deſign . of puniſh- 
ment, not to be the ſatisfaRion of an- 
ger as a deſire of revenge, but to'be the 
vindication of the honour and rights of 
the injured perſon, by ſuch a way ashim- 
ſelf ſhall judge moſt ſatisfactory to the 
ends of his Government. 


XI. (z.) Which is the next thing We Of thei 


"Þ] 


are to clear : For which end we ſhall ends of 


make uſe of the Conceſſion of Cre/ius, , 


divine 
uniſh- 


That God hath prefixed ſome ends to him- mens. 


ſelf in the Government of mankind ; which 
being ſuppoſed, it i neceſſary, that impe- 
aitent ſinners ſhould be puniſhed. What 
theſe ends of God are, he before tells 
us, When he enquires into the ends of 
Divine puniſhments, which he makes to 
be, ſecurity for the future, by mens avoid- 


Cred. c. 2. 


zng . fins, and a kind evSoniz, or pleaſure ®: 195: 


which God takes in the deſtrution of his 
E.4 zmplaca- 
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implacable "enemies, and the” aſſerting aut 


_ wvindicating his own rfght by puniſhing,and 


ſhewing men_ thereby, with what care'and 
fear they ought to ſerve him ; and ſo at- 
tains the ends of puniſhment- propoſed by 
Lactantius, and manifeſtation of the Di- 
vine Honour and Majeſty, which hath been 
violated by the fins of men. All theſe we 
accept of, - we this caution, That the de- 
light which God takes' in the puniſhing 
his -implacable enemies,- be not under- 
ſtood of any pleaſure'in their miſery, as 
ſuch, 'by way of meer revenge ; but as 
it tends to the vindication of his Right, 
and Honour, and Majeſty; which is an 
end ſuitable to the-Divine Nature : but 
the other cannot in it ſelf have the 
notion of an end ; for an end doth ſup- 
pole ſomething deſirable for it ſelf ; 
which ſurely the miſeries of others can- 
not have to us, much leſs to the Divine 
Nature. And that place which Cre/zus 
inſiſts on to prove the contrary, Deut.28. 
63. The Lord will refoyce over you, to de- 
ftroy you ; imports no more, than the ſa- 
tisfation God takes in the execution of 
his Juſtice, when it makes moſt for his ho- 
nor, as certainly it doth in the puniſhment 
of his'greateſt enemies. ' And this is to 
underſtood in a ſenſe agreeable to _ 

othc: 
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other places; where God is ſaid mot ?o 
delight in the death of finners ; which Ezck. 18. 
doth not (as Creljus would have it) * 775; 
 meerly cxpreſs God's benignity and mercy, 
+. but ſuch an agreeableneſs of the exer- 
”  ciſe of thoſe attributes to God's nature, 
that he neither doth nor can delight in 
the miſeries of his creatures in them- 
ſelves, but as they are ſubſervient to the 
ends of his Government ; and yet ſuch is 
his kindneſs in that reſpe& too, that he 
uſeth all means agreeable thereto, to 
make them avoid being rhiſerable, to 
advance: his own glory. And I cannot Gree ae ſa- 
but wonder that Grotius, who had aſler- _— __ 
ted the contrary in his Book of Satisfa- 1617. 
Aion, ſhould in his Books De Fure ac pa- ©Y0 
cis, aſſert, That when God puniſheth wick- 1. +.c. 10. 
ed men, he doth it for no other end. but [6-4 
that he might puniſh them : For which he 
makes uſe of no other arguments, than 
thoſe which Cre//ius had objected againſt 
him; wiz. The delight God takes in pu- 
niſhing, and the judgments of the life to 
come, when no amendment can be expetted ; 
the former hath becn already anſwered, 
the latter is objeted by Crelius againſt 
him, when he makes the ends of puniſh- 
ment, meerly to reſpe&t the communi- 
ty, which cannot be aſſerted of the puniſh- 


' ments 
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ments of another Life ,. which muſt 

chiefly reſpe& the yindication of 

God's glory, in the puniſhment of . un- 

reclaimable finners. Ang this we do not 

deny to be ajuſt puniſhment, ſince our 

Adverſaries themſelves, as. well as we, 

make it neceſſary. But we are not to 

underſtand, that the end of. Divine pu- 

niſhments doth ſo reſpe& the communi- 

ty, as though Gad himſelf were to be 

excluded out of it ; for we are foto un- 

derſtand it, as made up of God as the 

Governour, and mankind as the perſons 

governed, whatever then. tends to the 

vindication. of the rights of God's Ho- 

nour and Soveraignty, tends to the good 

of the whole; becauſe the manifeſtation 

of that end is ſo great an 'end of the 
whole. 

The ends XIT. But withal, though we aflert in 

of Divine the lite to come, the ends of puniſhment 

Pcnts dif. not to be the reclaiming of ſinners, who 

ferent in had never undergone them, ugleſs they 

cas 2nd had been unreclaimable ; yet a vaſt difle- 

ſlate. rence muſt be made between the ends of 

puniſhments in that, and in this preſent 

ſtate. For the other is theReſerve,when no- 

thing elſe will do, and therefore was not 

primarily intended ; but the proper ends 


of puniſhment, 2s a part of Government, 
are 
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are to be taken from the deſign of them 
in this life. And here we aſſert, that 
God's end in puniſhing, is the advancing 
his Honour, . not by the meer miſeries of 
his creatures, but that men by behoſd- 
ing his ſeverity againſt ſin, ſhould break 
off the practice of it, that they may e- 
ſcape the puniſhments of the future ſtate. 
So. that the ends of puniſhment here, are 
quite of another kind, from thoſe of ano- 
ther life ; for thoſe are inflicted, becauſe 
perſens have been unreclaimable by ei- 
ther the mercies or puniſhments of this 
life ; but theſe are intended, that men 
ſhould ſo far take notice of this ſeverity 
of God, as to avoid the ſins which will 
expoſe them to the wrath tocome. And 
from hence it follows, That whatſoever 
ſufferings, do anſwer all theſe ends of 
Divine puniſhments, and are inflicted on 
the account of ſin, have the proper no- 
tion of puniſhments in them, and God 
may accept of the undergoing them as 
a full /atifad4on to his Law, if they be 
ſuch as tend to break men off from ſin, 
# and aſſert God's right, and vindicate his 
* Honourto the world ; which are the ends 
aſligned by Cre/ius, and will be of great 
conſequence to us in the following Diſ- 
courle. | 

r CHAT 
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CHAP. II. 


I. The particular ſtate of the Controver- 
fre, concerning the ſufferings of Chriſt. 
The Conceſſions of our Adverſaries, 
TW. 7he debate reduced to two heads: 
The firſt concerning Chriſt's ſufferings, 
being a puniſhment for ſin, entred upon. 

' LIUn what ſenſe Crellius acknowledgeth the 
ns of men, to have been the impulſroe 
cauſe of the death of Chriſt. III. The 
ſufferings of Chriſt proved to be a pu- 
niſhment, from Scripture. The impor- 
tance of the phraſe of bearing fins. 
IV. Of the Scape-Goats bearing the fins 
of the people into the Wilderneſs. 
V. Grotius hw ſenſe of, 1 Pet. 2.24. 
vindicated againſt Crellius and himſelf. 
"Avepleew never uſed for the taking a- 
way a thing by the deſftruttion of it. 
VI. Crellius hw ſeyſe examined.VII. Ia. 
53. II. vindicated. The argument from 
Matt. 8. 17.' anſwered. Grotius con- 
flant to himſelf in his notes on that place. 
VIIE. Ifa. 53. 5, 6, 7.cleared. IX. Whe- 
ther Chriſt's death be a proper Tragg- 
Scrymer, and whether that doth imply, 
that it was a puniſhment of fin 2 = 
ar 
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| far the puniſbments of Children for their 
Fathers faults, are exemplary among 
men. The diſtinfton of calamities and 
puniſhments,\holds not here. X. That 
| God's hatred of fin could not be ſeen in 
the ſufferings of Chriſt, unleſs they were 
a puniſhment of fin, proved againſt Crel- 
lius. XI. Grotius hs Arguments from 
Chriſt being made fin and a curſe for 
us, defended. The liberty our Adver- 
faries take in Changing the ſenſe of 
Words. XII. The particles 9, 64, 
zÞ, being joyned to fins and relating 
to ſufferings do imply thoſe ſufferings 
to be a puniſhment for fin. According 
to their way of interpreting Scripture, 
#t had been impoſſible for our dofrine 
to be clearly expreſſed therein. 


I. HESE things being thus far Theparti- 
cleared concerning the na- RR 
tureandends of puniſhments, troverſie 
and how far they are of the ;,"the 

nature of debts, and conſequently what futferings 

kind of fatisfa&tion is due for them, the - _ 
reſolution of the grand Queſtion concer- 
ning the ſufferings of Chriſt will appear 

much more eaſe ; but that we may pro- 

cced with all poſſible clearneſs in a de- 

bate of this conſequence, we muſt = - 

1ftic 
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little more narrowly examine the diffe- 
rence between our Adverſarics and us in 
this matter; for their. conceſſions are in 
terms ſometimes ſo fair, as though the - ” 
difference were meerly about words with- | 
out any conſiderable \ difference in the # 


thing it ſelf. If we:charge them with 7 


denying ſatisfaction, Crefius anſwers in 
_ pref. the name of them, «that we do it unjuſt- i 
ly ; for they do acknowledge a ſatufa- | 


ion worthy of God, and agreeable to the 


Scriptures. If we charge them with de- /þ 
 nying that our ſalvation is obtained by 

the death of Chriſt, they aſſert the con- 

_ traty, as appears by the ſame Author. 

Zrifel, Nay, Ruarus attributes merit to the death 
Crel cap.g. of Chriſt. too. They . acknowledge , 
— 2- that Chriſt dyed for us, nay, that there 
[e8. 10. was a commutation between Chriſt and us, 
Cap. 7:3, both of one perſon for another, and of a 
Cap.1.ſes, Price for a perſon ; and that the death of 
57. Chriſt may be ſaid to move God to redeem us; 
they acknowledge reconciliation, and ex- 

piation of ſins to be by the death of Chriſt. 

Nay, they aſſert, that Chriſt's death was 

by reaſon of our fins, and that God deſign- 

ed by that to ſhew his ſeverity againſ? ſin. 

And what could we deſire more, it they 

meant the ſame thing by theſe words, 


which we do? They aſſert a —_—_— 
ur 
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but it is fch's one as iS meer] \{ofin 
the defire of another ; in' which 'fenſe a 
that obey God may be' ſaid to fatis- 
fie him. "They attribute: our ſalvation 
to'the death 'of Chriſt, but'only 'as a con- 
dition intervening, upon the performance 
of which the Covenant was confirmed, 
and himſelf taken into Glory , -that ihe 
might free men from the punifhment 
of 'their '{ins. ' They attribute merit to 
Chriſt's death'but- in the ſame ſenſe that 
we may merit too,” when we do what is 
pleaſing to: God. They acknowledge, 
that Chriſ? died for us, but not in our 
ſtead, but for our advantage ; that there 
was a commutation; but not ſuch a one, 
as that the Son of God did lay down his 
blood as a proper price in order to our 
redemption as the purchaſe of it ; when 
they ſpeak of a moving cauſe, they tell 
us, they mean no more than zhe perfor- 
mance of any condition may be ſaid to 
move, or as our prayers and repentance 
do. The reconciliation they ſpeak of, 
doth not at all reſpe& God but us ; they 
aſſert an exptation of fins conſequent up- 
on the death of Chriſt, but not depen- 
ding upon it any otherwiſe, than as a cox- 
dition neceſſary for his admiſſion to rhe 
office of a High Prieſt in Heaven, there 
0 
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toexpiate-our {ins by his. power, and not 
by his blood ; but they ntterly.deny, that 
the death of Chriſt is to, be conſidered, 
as a proper expiatory ſacrifice, for fin ; or 
that it hath any-;further, influence upan, 
it, than as 1t is conſidered .as a means of 
the confirmation. of the truth of his Do- 
QArine, and particularly the promiſe of 
remiſſion of ſins, on which, and not on 
the death of Chriſt they ſay our-remiſſion 
depends; but ſo far as the death of Chriſt 
may be an argument to us to.believe his 
Doctrine, -and that faith may. incline 
us to obedience, and that obedience be- 
ing the condition in order to. pardon, at 
ſo many removes they make the death 
of Chriſt to have influence on the remiſ(- 
ſion of our ſins. They aflert, that God 
took occaſion by the ſins of men to ex- 
erciſe au att of dominion upon Chriſt in 
his ſufferings, and that the ſufferings of 
Chriſt were intended for the taking away 
the fins of men ; but they utterly deny, 
that the ſufferings of Chriſt were to be con- 
fidered as a puniſhment for ſin;or that Chriſt 
did ſuffer in our place and ſtead ; nay,they 
contend with great vehemency, that zt 
is wholly inconſiſtent with the juftice of God 
to make one mans fins the meritorious cauſe 
of anothers puniſhment ; eſpecially one _ 
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y innocent, and ſo that the guilty ſhall be 
freed on the account of his ſufferings. Thus 
I have endeavoured togive the true ſtate 
of the controverſie with all clearneſs and 
brevity. And the ſubſtance of it will 
be reduced to theſe two debates. | 
.T,. Whether the ſufferings of Chriſt in 
general are to be conſidered as a puniſh- 
ment of fin, or as a meer att of dominion ? 
2. Whether the death of Chriſt in — 
particular were a proper exptatory ſacri- 
fice for ſin, or only an antecedent condi- 
tion to his exerciſe of the Office of Prieſt- 
hood in Heaven ? 
IT. (1.) Whether the ſufferings of | 
9, Whether 
Chriſt in general are to be conſidered ,;. 5.6. 
as a puniſhment of ſin, or as a meer act ings of 
of dominion? for that it muſt be one Criſtare 
to be con- 
or the other of theſe two, cannot be de- gered as 
nied by our Adverſaries ; for the inflict- 2 puniſt; 
ing thoſe ſufferings upon Chriſt, muſt Þ* * 
either proceed from an antecedent meri- 
torious cauſe, or not. If they do, they 
are then puniſhments ; it not, they are 
meer exerciſes of power and dominion ; 
whatever ends they are intended for, and 
whatever recompence be made for them. 
So Crellins aflerts, that God as abſolute _, _ 
Lord of all, had a right of abſolute domi- |. , w— 
nion upon the life and body of Chriſt, and 2. 4? 
F ' there- 
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therefore might juſtly deliver him up to | 
death, and grve his body to the Croſs ; and . ® 
although Chrift by the ordinary force of the | 
Law of Moſes, had a right to eſcape ſo 
painful and accurſed death, yet God by the 
right of dominion had the power of diſpo- 
ſal of him, becauſe he intended to compen- \. 
fate his torments with a reward infinitely © 
greater than they were : but becauſe he | 
ſaith, for great ends the conſent of Chriſt © 
was neceſſary, therefore God did not uſe * 
his utmoſt dominion in delivering him up | 
by force as he might have done, but he |: 
dealt with him by way of command, and |: 
rewards propoſed for obedience, and in þ 
this ſence he did att as arighteous Gover- 


 nour, and indulgent Father, who encoura- 


ged his Son to undergo hard, but great 
things. In which we ſee, that he makes F 
the ſufferings of Chriſt an a&t of meer | 
dominion in God, without any antecedent | 
cauſe as the reaſon of them ; only he qua- | 
lifies this a&t of dominion with the pro- * 
poſal of a reward for it. But we muſt | 
yet further enquire into their meaning, * 
for though kere Cre/izs attributes the # 
ſufterings of Chriſt meerly to God's do- + 
minion, Without any reſpect to ſin, yet | 
elſewhere he will allow a reſpe& that | 
was had to ſin antecedently to the ſut- 

terings 
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ferings of Chriſt, and that the fins of _ cap. 
men were. the impulſive canſe of them. Foc. 
Ant although Socinus in one place utter- 4: Chrifo 
ly denies axy lawful antecedent cauſe of the je gs 
death of Chriſt, befides the will of God Crill. cap, 
and Chriſt, yet Cre//ias in his Vindication _ ra 
faith, by lawful cauſe, he meant meritori> ,5. 
ous, or ſuch upon ſuppoſition of which 

he ought to die ; for elſewhere he makes 

Chriſt to die for the cauſe, or by the occa- 
ſion of our fins ; which is the ſame that 
Crellins means by an impalfive, or pro- 
catartick cauſe, Which he thus explains, 

we are row to ſuppoſe a decree of God not > wy " 
only to give ſalvation to Mankind, but to 
give us a firm hope of it in this preſent 
ſtate, now our fins by deſerving eternal pu- 
niſhment, do hinder the effeft of that decree 

upon us.and therefore they were an impulfrue 

cauſe of the death of Chriſl, by which it was 

efeited, that this decree ſhould obtain not- 
withſtanding our ſins. But we are not toun- 
derſtand as tho' this were done by any expia- 

tron of the guilt of fin by the death of Chriſt; 

but this effeft is hindred by three things, by 

taking away their fins, by aſſuring men that 

their former fins, and preſent infirmities 

upon their, fincere obedience ſhall not be in- 

puted to them, and that the effeft of that 

decree (hall obtain, all which, faith he, is 

F 2 effetted 
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efeted morte Chriſti interveniente, zhe 
death of Chriſt intervening, but not as the 
procuring cauſe. So that after. all theſe 
words he means no more by making our 
ſins an impulfive cauſe of the death of 
Chriſt, but that the death of Chriſt was 
an argument to confirm to us the truth 
of his Doctrine, which doctrine of his 
doth give us aſſurance of theſe things : 
and that our fins when they are ſaid to be 
the impulſive cauſe, are not to be confi- 
dered with areſpect to thezr guzlt, but to 
that diſtruſt of, God which our ſins do raiſe 
in us ; which diſtruft is in truth accor- 
ding to this ſenſe of Cre/zus the impulfrue 
cauſe, and not the jins which were the 
cauſe or occaſion of it. For that was it 
which the doQrine was deſigned to re- 
move, and our fins only as the cauſes of 
that. But if it be ſaid, that he ſpeaks 
' wot only of the diſtruſt, but of the puniſh- 
ment of fin as an impediment which muſt 
be removed too, and therefore may be call- 
ed an impulſive cauſe, we are to conſider 
that the removal of this is not attributed 
to the death of Chriſt, bur to the leaving 
of our ſins by the belief of his Dodrine ; 
therefore the puniſhment of our ſinscan- 
not, unleſs in a very remote ſenſe, be ſaid 
to be an zpulſive cauſe of that, yy 
or 
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for all that we can obſerve by Cre/us, 
might as well have beendone withour it ; 
if any other way could be thought {ufft- 
cient to confirm his DoQrine, and Chriſt, 
without dying, might have had power 
to ſaveall them that obey him. But we 
underſtand not an impulſive cauſe in ſo 
remote a ſenſe, as though our ſins were 
a meer occafion of Chriſt s dying, becauſe 
the death of Chriſt was one argument a- 
mong many others to believe his Do- 
QArine, the belief of which would make 
men leave their ſins; but we contend 
for a nearer and more proper ſenſe, viz. 
that the death of Chriſt was primarily 
intended for the exptation of our fins, with 
a reſpect to God and not tous, and there- 
fore our ſins as an impulſive cauſe are to 
be conſidered as they are fo diſpleaſing 
to God; that it was neceſſary for the 
Vindication of God's Honour, and the 
deterring the world from ſin, that no 
leſs a Sacrifice of Atonement ſhould be 
offered, than the blood of the Son of 
God. Sothat we underſtand an mpul- 
froe cauſe here in the ſenſe, that the ſins 
of the people were, under the Law, the 
caule of the offering up thoſe Sacrifices, 
which were appointed for the expiation 
of them. And as in thoſe Sacrifices 

F 3 there 
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there were two things to be conſidered, 
v2. the mactation, and. the 'oblation of 
them, the former as a puni/hment by a 
ſubſtitution of- them in place of the per- 
ſons who had offended ; the-latter as the 
proper Sacrifice of Atonement, although 
the mactation it ſelf, conſidered with the 
deſign of it, was a Sacrificial ac too : So 
we conſider the ſufferings. of Chriſt with 
a two-fold reſpect, either:as to our fins, 
as the impulſive cauſe of them, ſo they 
arc to be conſidered as a puniſhment, or 
as fo God, with a deſign to expiate the 
guilr of them, ſo they are a Sacrifice of 
Atonement, The firſt conſideration is 
that we are now upon, and upon which 
the preſent debate depends, for if the ſuf- 
ferings of Chriſt be to be taken under 
the notion of puniſhment, then our Ad- 
verſaries grant, that our ſins muſt be an 
impulſive cauſe of them in another ſenſe 
than they underſtand it, For the clear- 
ing of this, I ſhall prove theſe two 
things. 

1. That no other ſenſe ought to be 
admitted of the places of Scripture which 
ſpeak of the ſufferings of Chriſt with a 
reſpect to ſin, but this. 

2. That this Account of the ſufferings 
of Chriſt, is no ways repugnant to the. 
Fuftice of God. IlI, That 
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HI. That-no. other fenſe ought to be 
admitted of the places of Scripture, which £2 Bj 
ſpeak of the ſufferings of Chriſt with a Chriſt 
reſpect to our. ſins, but chat they are to Rn 
be conſidered as a puniſhment for them. niſhnen: 
Such are thoſe which ſpeak of Chri/ from Scri- 
bearing our fins, of our iniquities being x =o 
laid upon him, of his making himſelf an 24-1ſa.53. 
offering for ſin, and being made fin aud a 5% 
curſe for us, and of his dying, for onr ſins. > Cor. 5. 
All which I ſhall fo far conſider, as to 27 G4l-3- 
vindicate them from all the exceptions., __ = 
which Socinus and Cre/lius have offered 
againſt them. 

x. Thoſe which ſpeak of Chri/t's bear- 
ing, our fins. As to which we ſhall conſi- 
der, Firſt, The importance of the phraſe 
in general of bearing ſin, and then the 
circumſtances of the particular places in 
diſpute. For the importance of the phraſe, 

Socinus acknowledges, that it generally Sor. ac ſer. 
fignifies bearing the puniſhment of fin in %*- K's 
Scripture : but that ſometimes it figniftes ® 
taking away. The ſame is confeſſed by crer.ap.s. 
Cre/llius, but he faith, it doth not always Se#. 32- 
franifie bearing proper puniſhment, but it is 
enough (he ſays) that one bears ſomething 
Fn. 4 me on the occaſion of others fins : 
and ſo Chriſt by undergoing his ſufferings 
by occaſion of fins, may be ſaid to bear our 

F 4 fins, 
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fins. And for this ſenſe hequotes Numb. 
I4.33. And your Children ſball wander in 
the Wilderneſs forty years, and bear your 
whoredoms, until your carcaſſes be waſted 
in the Wilderneſs. Whereby, ſaith he; it 
is not meant that God would puniſh the 
Children of the Iſraelites, but that by the 
occaſion of their parents fins, they (hould 
undergo that trouble, in wandering in the 
Wilderneſs, and being deprived of the poſ- 
ſeſſion of the promiſed Land. But could 
Cre/lius think that any thing elſe could 
have been imagined, (ſetting aſide a to- 
tal deſtruction} a greater inſtance of 
God's ſeverity, than that. was to the 
Children of 7ſrae/ all their circumſtan- 


. ces being conſidered ? Is it not ſaid, that 
' God did ſwear in his wrath, they ſhould 


not enter into his reſt > Surely then the 
debarring them ſo long of that reſt, was 
an inſtance of God's wrath, and ſo ac- 
cording to his own principles muſt have 
ſomething of Yindifa in it, and there- 
fore be a proper puniſhment. The truth 
is, our Adverſarics allow themſelves in 
ſpeaking things mo!t repugnant to Hu- 
mane Nature in this matter of puniſh- 
ments, that they may juſtifie their own 
hypothe/ts. For a whole Nation to be 
tor forty years debarred trom the greateſt 
| | bleflings 
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bleſſings were ever promiſed them ; and 

inſtead of enjoying them, to.endure the 
miſeries and | hardſhips of forty - years 

travels in a barren wilderneſs, muſt not 

be. thought a puniſhment, and only be- 

cauſe' occaſioned by their Parents ſins, 

But whatever is. inflicted on the account 

of ſin, and with a deſign to ſhew God's 
ſeverity againſt 1r; and thereby to deter 

others from the practice of. it, -hath the 

proper notion of puniſhment in it ; and 

all theſe things did concurr 1n\ this in- 

ſtance, beſides the general ſenſe of man- 

kind in the matter of their puniſhment, 

which was ſuch, that ſuppoſing them 
preſerved in their liberty ,. could not 

have been imagired greater. And there- 

fore Vatablus, whom Socinus and Cre//ius 

highly commend , thus renders thoſe ne;fms 
words, dabunt penas pro fornicationibus & gens 
wveſtris quibus defeciſtis a Deo veſtro: they 95 —_ 
ſhall ſutler the punithment of your for- fri ſolee. 
nications. And that bearing the ſins of 5 
Parents dotl1 imply properly bearing the crellcop.r. 
puniſhment of them , methinks they 5: 31. 
ihould not ſo earneſtly deny, who con- 

tend that to be the meaning of the 

words in Fzekiel, The Son ſhall not bear Fae. 18. 
the iniquity of the Father ; viz. that he **: 
Jhall not bear the puniſhment of his Fathers 


ftus. 
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fins. © Whete in bearing iniquity with a; 
refpet'ro 'their' Parents -fins, by their 
own confeſtion, muſt be taken for the 
proper” puniſhment ; for otherwiſe they 
Crell cap.4s CO not deny, but Children, notwith- 
SeZ. 15. ſtanding that fentence, may undergo 
much atflition on the occafioa of their 
Parents fins. | 
— IV. Burt Socinns further objefts, that: 
Cos Gearing fims. doth not imply the puniſhment 
bearing of 'them,. becauſe the Scape-Goat under the. 
_— . Law, is' ſaid to bear upen him the iniqui- 
* people. ?ries of the people, and yet could not be | 
ſaid to be puniſhed for them. To which | 
_ — Grotius anſwers, that Socinus takes it 
on granted without reaſon, that the Scape- 
ae ſat. cop. Goat could not be ſaid to be puniſhed for 
w the fins of the people ; for puniſhment in ge- 
eral, may fall upon beaſts for the ſins of 
men, Gen.g.5. Exod.21.28. Lev. 20. 15, 
Gen. 8.21. and Socinus hath no cauſe to 
fay , that the Scape-Goat was not ſlain ; 
for the Jewifh Interpreters do all agree 
that he was, and however the ſending him 
into the Wilderneſs was intended as a pu- 
niſhment, and moſt probably by an unnatu- 
Crell.cap.r, ral death. To which Cre//zus replies, 
Seet. 56. That in the general, he denies not but pu- 
niſhment may fall upon beaſts as well as 


men ; but (that he might ſhew himſelf 
true 
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true to his principle, that one. cannot be 
puniſhed for anothers faults,) he falls in- 
to 4 very pleaſant diſcourſe, That the 
Beaſts are uot ſaid to be punifhed for mens 


75 


fins, but for their own, and therefore when 


it is ſaid, before the flood, that all fleſh 
bad corrupted his way ; he will by ua means 
bave it underſtood only of men, but that 


Gen. 6.12, 


the fins of the beaſts at that time, were 


greater than ordinary, as well as mevs. But 
he hath not told us what they were, 
whether by eating ſome forbidden herbs ; 
or entring into conſpiracies againft man- 
* kind their lawful Soveraigns, os unlaw- 
|. ful mixtures; and therefore we nave yet 
reaſon to. believe, that when Ged fatth, 
the ground was curſed for mans fake, that 
the beaſts were puniſhed for mans fin. 
And it all fleſh, muſt comprehend beaſts 
in this place, why ſhall not al! eſp ſee- 
ing the glory of the Lord, take in the beaſts 
there too 2 for Yatablus parallels this 
place with the other. But zf, ſaith Crel- 
lias, any ſhall coytend that ſome beaſts at 
leaſk were innocent, then, he ſaith, that 
thoſe though they were deſtroyed by the 
flood, yet did not ſuffer puniſhment, but on- 
ly a calamity by occaſion of the fins of men. 
I wonder he did not rather ſay, that the 
innocent beaſts were taken into the as 

or 


Gen. 8. 21. 


Ifa. 40. 5. 
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for the propagation of a better kind af- 
terwards. But by this-ſolemn diſtini- 
on of calamities and puniſhments, there 
is nothing ſo miſerable; that either men 

. or beaſts can undergo, but when itſerves 
their turn, it ſhaſl be only a calamity = 
and no puniſhment, though it be ſaid to 
be on purpoſe to ſhew God's ſeverity a- 
gainſt the ſins of the-world. And this 
excellent notion of the beaſts being pu- 
iſhed for their own fins, is improved by 
him to the vindication'of the Scape-Goat 
from being puniſhed, becauſe then, ſaith | 
he, the moſt wicked and corrupt Goat ſhould | 
have been made choice of. - As though all 
the deſign of that great day of expiation 
had been only to call the Children of 
1ſrael together with great ſolemnity ; to 
let them ſee, how a poor Goat muſt be 
puniſhed for breaking the Laws which 
we do not know were ever made for 
them. I had thought our Adverſaries 
had maintained that the Sacrifices (on 
the day of expiation at Jeaſt) had repre- 
ſented and typified the Sacrifice which 
was to be offered up by Chriſt ; and fo 
Socinus and Crellius elſewhere contend : 
he needed not therefore have troubled 
Lev, 16, himſelf concerning the fins of the Goar, 
21, when it is expreſly ſaid, That the fins F ; 
the | 
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the people were put on the head of the 
Goat ; Whatever then the puniſhment 
were, it was onthe account of the ſins 
of the people, and not his own. But 


Crellias urgeth againſt Grottus, that if the 


Scape-Goat had been puniſhed for the ex- 
piation of the fins of the people, that ſhould 
have been particularly expreſſed in Scri- 
pture, whereas nothing is ſaid there at all 
of it, and that the throwing down the 
Scape-Goat from the top of the rock, was 
20 part of the Primitive Inſtitution, but 
one of the ſuperſtitions taken up by the 
Fews in after-times, becauſe of the Omi- 
nouſneſs of the return of it ; and although 
we ſhould ſuppoſe (which is not probable) 
that it ſhould die by famine in the Wilder- 
weſs, yet this was not the death for expia- 
tion, which was to be by the ſhedding of 
blood. To this therefore I anſwer. 1. I 
do not infiſt on the cuſtoms of the later 
Jews to prove from thence any puniſh- 
ment deſigned by the primitive inſtitu- 
tion. For I ſhall eaſily yield, thac ma- 
ny ſuperſtitions obtained among them 
afterwards about the Scape-Goat ; as the 
ſtories of the red liſt turning white up- 
on the head of it, the booths and the 
cauſey made on purpole, and ſeveral 0- 
ther things mentioned in the Rabbinical 

Writers 
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Ced. 7oma. Writers do manifeſt. . But yet it ſeems 


eit. 6. 


Liey- 16+ 
32. 


very. probable from the Text it ſelf, that 
the Scape-Goat was not carried into the 
Wildernels at large, but to a ſteep moun- 
tain there. For although we have com- 


' monly rendered Azaze/ by the Scape Goat, 


yet according, to the beſt of the Jewiſh 
writers, as P. Fagius tells us, uy doth 
not come from 1y a Goat, and 218 air ; 
but is the name of a Mountain very 


Neep and rocky near Mount Sinar, and 


therefore probably called by the later 
Jews, MY the name of a Rock - and to 
this purpoſe, it is obſervable that where 
we render it, aud let him go for a Scape- 
Goat into the Wilderneſs in the Hebrew 
it is, 172'2n apy ins naw? 70 ſend 
him to Azazel 'in the Wilderneſs : as the 
joyning the prepoſition 2 doth import, 
and the Arabick Verſion wherever Aza- 
zel is mentioned, renders it by Mount 
Azaz : and the Chaldee and Syriack to 
Azazel ; fo that from hence, a carrying 
the Scape-Goat to a certain place may be 
inferred ; but I ſee no foundation in the 
Text for the throwing it down from the 
rock when it was there ; and therefore 


I cannot think, bur that if the puniſh- 


ment intended did lie in that, it would 
have been expretly mentioned in the ſo- 
lemnities 
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lemnities of rhat day, which had ſo great 
an influence on the expiation of the ſins 
| of thepeople. 2. I anſwer, that the Scape- 
” Goat was to denote rather the effe& of 
” the expiation , than the manner of ob- 
taining it. For the proper expiation was 
by the ſhedding of blood, as the Apoſtle 
tells us ; and thence the live Goat was not 
to have the ſins of the people 7o bear away 
into the deſart, tit the High-Prieſt had 
made an end of reconciling the Holy Place, 
and the Tabernacle of the Congregation , 
and the Altar ; and by the ſprinkling of 
the blood of the other Goat which was the 
ſin-offering for the people ; which being V-"5- 
done, he was to bring the live Goat, and 
to lay his hands upon the head of it, and 
confeſs over it all the iniquities of the 
Children of Iſrael, and all their tranſ- V- 21 
greſſions in all their fins, putting them up- 
on the head of the Goat, and ſhall ſend him 
away by the hand of a fit man into the Wil- V. 22. 
derneſs; and ſo the Goat ſhall bear upon | 
him all their iniquities unto a land not in- 
habited, aud he ſhall let go the Goat in the 
Wilderneſs. So that the former Goat 
noted the way of expiation by the ſhed- 
' Cding of blood, and the latter the effect of 
| It, viz. that the ſins of the people were 
| declared to be expiated by the ſending 
the 


Heb. 9. 2 2+ 
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the Goat charged with their ſins into. a 


. defart place ; and that their ſins would 


Crell. c. rt. 
Set. 56. 


not appear in the preſence of God a- 
gainſt them, any more than they expe- 
ded, that the Goat which was ſent in- 
to the Wilderneſs ſhould return among 
them, Which was the reaſon that at- 
terwards they took ſo much care that 
it ſhould not, by cauſing it to be thrown 
oft from a ſteep rock ; which was no 
ſooner done ; but notice was given of 
it very ſuddenly by the ſounding of 
horns all over the Land. But the force 
of Socinus his argument from the Scape- 
Goat's bearing the ſins of the people,that 
therefore that ptiraſe doth not always 
imply the bearing of puniſhment, is ta- 
ken off by Cre/ius himſelf, who tells us, 
that the Scape-Goat is not ſaid to bear the 
fins of the people in the Wilderneſs ; but 
only that it carried the fins of the people 
into the Wilderneſs, which 1s a phraſe 
of another importance from that we are 
now diſcourſing of. As will now fur- 
ther appear from the places where it is 
ſpoken of concerning our Saviour , 
which we now come particularly to 
EXamine, 


V. The 
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V. The firſt place infiſted on by Gro- 
tius with a reſpe&t to Chriſt, is x Pez. 
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Grotizs his 
enſe of 
1 Pet.2.,24. 


2. 24. Who his own ſelf bare our ſins, invindicated. 


his own body on the tree, which, faith Crel- 
lius, is ſo ar rum proving that Chriſt did 
bear the puniſhment of our * that itdoth 
not imply any ſufferings that he underwent 
on the occaſion of them. He grants that 
avaplecy doth fignifie to carry up, but with- 
all ( he faith ) zt fignifies to take away ; be- 
cauſe that which is taken up, is taken away 
from the place where it was. Beſides, he 
obſerves, that dvagieew doth anſwer to the 
Hebrew nTyn, he hath made to aſcend, 
which is frequently rendred by it in the 
LX.X. and ſometimes by avzyay ; but that 
Hebrew word doth often fignifie to take a- 
way, where it is rendred in the Greek by 
one of thoſe two words, 2. Sam. 2.1.13. Joſh. 
24- 32. Pſal. 102. 25. Ezra 1. 11. To 
which I anſwer, x. That the ſignification 
of exzpizuv in this place, muſt not be 
taken from every ſenſe the word is ever 
uſed for, but in that which the words out 
of which theſe are taken do imply ; and 
in Za. 53. I. it doth not anſwer n7y3 
but to 52D, a word which by the 
confeſſion of all is never properly uſed 
for taking away, but for bearing of a 


burdeg, and is uſed with a reſpe& to the 
G puniſh- 


Crell. c.1. 
Sef. 35. 
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puniſhment of fin, Lament. 5. 7. Our 
fathers have ſinned, and are not, anll "we 
have boru their i#iquities, where the fame 
word is ufed ; ſo'that the hy eat of 
the word eva$:cav here, muſt depend up- 
oh thit ih 1/aiah, of which more after- 
ward. 2. 'Gratiting that zr2p{24 doth 
anſiver ſomerimes to the Hebrew xy 
yet it thakes hothing'to'Cre//zus his,pur- 
poſe, uiileſs he can prove that «zoom 
| dotheverſighifie the taking away a thing 
by the deftruCtion of 'it ; for where it 
ahſivers to that word, it is either for the 
offering up*of a Sacrifice, in which ſenſe 
evapzgew '1s very Trequently uſed, as is 
confeſſed 'by Crellzus ; and in that ſenſe 
it is no. prejudice at afl to our cauſe ; for 
then it muſt be granted, "that Chrift up- 
on the Croſs is to'be confidered as a ſacrz- 
fce for the fins of 'men ; and fo our ſins 
were laid upon him as they were ſuppoſed 
to be on the Sacrifices 'under the Law, 
in order” ro the expiation of them, by the 
ſhedding their blood ; and if our Adver- 
faries would acknowledge this, the difte- 
rence would not be fo great tetween'us; 
or elſe it is uſed for the removal ofa thing 
from one place to another, the thing it 
ſelf ſtill remaining in being, as 2 Sam. 
21.13. And he made Saul's bones to aſcend, 

als 
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=viveytev caivy mw Gn, be took them 
away , fait Crellias; truc, but. it 1s 
fuch a taking away, as is a bare remo- 
val, the thing ſtifl remaining ; the 
fame is to'be ſaid of Joſeph's bones, Joſh. 
24. 32. which are all the places where 
«veprecw' is uſed ; and akhough arzyww 
may be ſometimes taken it' another 
ſanſe, as Pſal. 102. 25. yet nothing can 
be mare mnreaforable than fuch a way 
of arguing asthis is ; repo, ſaith Cre- 
lius, hgnifles-taking away ; we demand his 
proof of it ; is it that the word ſignifies 
ſo -muth of it {elf > No; that he grants 
it doth-not, Is i that 4t is frequently 
uſed in* the 'Greek Yerfron to render a 
word that properly doth ſignifie ſo 2 No: 
nor that neither, But how is it then > 
Crellins-tells us, that it ſometimes anſwers 
to a wotd' that fignifies -to make to a- 
ſcend : well, but doth that word ftgnifie 
taking away 2 No; not conſtantly, tor it 
is frequently uſed for a ſacrifice : but 
doth it at any time ſignifie fo 2 7es; it 


Hgnifies the removal of a thing from * 


one place to another. Ts that the ſenſe 
then he contends-for hete > No; but how 
then ? why aveptec is uſed to render 
the fame word that @rayc«y doth, and 
21234, though it ſignifies too a bare re- 
moval, as Ezra 1. 11. yet- P/al. 102. 

G 2 25. it 
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25. it is uſed for cutting off, uy ev23e- 
ws, pk, the Hebr. is, make me not to a- 
ſcend in the midſt of my days. . But doth it 
here ſignifie utter deſtruction 2 I ſuppoſe 
not; but grant it, what is this to eve- 
eecw, when the LXX. uſeth not that 
word here; which for all that we know 
was purpoſely altered ; ſo that at laſt 
ereptw 1s far enough from any ſuch ſig- 
nification as Cre/lzus would fix upon it, 
unleſs he will afſert, that Chriſt taking 
away our fins, was only.a removal of 
them from Earth to Heaven. But here 
Grotius comes in to the relief of Crellzus 
againſt himſelf; for in his Notes upon 
this place, though he had . before ſaid, 
that the word was never uſed in the New 
Teſtament in that ſenſe, yet he there 
faith, eviveſzw 15 ab/tulit, for 'which he 
referrs vs to Heb. 9. 28. where he pro- 
ceeds :Irogether as ſubtilly as Crellius 
had done before him, for he tells us avz- 
9:2wy 1s put for pigew, RU2, Numb. 14.33. 
Deut. 14. 24. ſa. 53-12, but peer, 1 e. 
RU3 is put for a2-422, Lev.io.17. Numb. 
14. 18.. A moſt excellent way of inter- 
preting Scripture ? conſidering the vari- 
ous ſignifications of the Hebrew words, 
and above all of that 8WU3.which is here 
mentioned. For according to this way of 
arguing, egzc ſhall ſignifie the _ 
with 
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with Azpu/zvav, Umeger, and B2gefan, 
for RW3 ſignifies all theſe, and is rendred' 
by them in. the Greek Yerfion, ſo that 
by the fame way that Grotius proves 
that arapleey (ignifies 2p2y2mm, we can 
prove that 2p»y28v doth not ſignifie to 
take away, but to bear puniſhment ; nay, 
RU3 ſignifies the bearing puniſhment in the 
ſtri&elt ſenſe, Fzek. 16. 52, 54. and bear- 
ing fin in that ſenſe, Ezek..16. 58. Thox 
haſt born thy lewdneſs, and thy abomina- 
trons, DTRVLI.So that when RW3 is more 
frequently uſed in this than in- the other 
ſenſe, why ſhall its ſignifying 272126 
at any time make erzp:2:w be taken in 
the ſame ſenſe with that? Nay, I do 


\ not remember in any place where RW? 


is joyned with ſin, but it ſignifies the 
puniſhment of it, fo aungiizy Mzupa- 
vew, Lev.19.8.. to bear his zniquity, Lev. 
20. I7. ductelizy noud1t), bearing their 
iniquity, in one, verſe, is explained by Ze- 
ing cut off from among their people, in the 
next. And in the places cited by Gro- 
tius, that Numb. 14. 33. hath been al- 
ready ſhewed to lignifie bearing the pu- 
nilhment 'of fin, and that Devt. 14. 24. 
is plainly underſtood of a Sacrifice, the 
other, a. 53.12. will be afterwards 
made appear by other places in the ſame ' 

G 3 Chapter, 
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Chapter, to ſignifie nothing to, this pur-. 
poſe. So that for all we-can-yet. ſee, 
drape acav mult be taken exher; for bear- 
ing our fins as a ſacrifice did, undes the 
TA or the puniſhment of them ; in e&t- 
ther ſenſe it ſerves. our purpoſe, but is. far. 
enough from our Adverſaries meaning, . 
VI. But ſuppoſing we.ſhoufd grant 
cre. his them, that «vep22uw may -ſignific to take, 
mary away, let us ſee what excellent ſenſe they 
' make of theſe words of St. Peter. . Do 
they then.ſay, that Chriſt did xake away. 
qur ſins,upon the Croſs2; Ne;, they have 
g great care of. that, for that would make 
the expiition of ſins to. haye been per- 
formed there ; which they-utterly deny, 


gad ſay, that Chriſt only took the Crols 
if his way to his Aſcenſion to Heaven,that 
there he might expiate ſins, __ But doth 
not St. Peter ſay, that. what was done 
by him here, was i» hrs body on-the tree : 
and they. will not ſay, he. 


elL-bur what 
then was:the' taking away of ſin which 
belonged to Chriſt upon ths Croſs? is it 
only to perſwade men to, live vertuoiſly, 
and leave, off. their ſins, [his Socinus 
Sec.de ſerv. ould haves, and Crellius Ss, contented 
Grapes thatit ſhould be, underſtood barely of 
Set. 39, © taking away ſins, and. not of. the: pu- 
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with him to. Heaven too,  W 


io that 


bs 


* nifkment of them, but only by. way of 
'* acceſſion, and, conſequence: but if it be 
* taken (which he inclines more to) for the 
* puniſhment, then (he ſazzh) it. is to be ,,. 
-. upderſtoognot of the vertue and effica- 
Y Sf of the death of Chriſt, bur of the e&- 
* fe: and yet a little after he ſaith, thoſe 
'* words of Chriſt bearing our ſins, are to 
© beungerſtood of the;force and; efficacy 
* of Chriſtsdeath.to.do it, not incluchng 
* the tied of it, in us; not a5 though 
** Chriſt did deliver us from fins by os 
*: death,: but that. he did that by dying, 
* upon which, the taking away of ſin 
* would follow, .or. which had a great 
-.-29wer for the.doing it. © So uncertain 
are aur Adven(axies, in affixing any ſenſe 
upon .theſe. words, which may attribute 
any effect at all, to the death of Chriſt 
upgg ithe Croſs. For if they be under- 
ſtood of taking away ſins, then they are 
only to, be meant of the power that was 
in Fe death of Chriſt, to perſwade men 
to, leave their fins 5 which we muſt have 
a care of angle aa (o, as to attri- 
byte any effe& to the death of Chriſt in 
order t9.it ; but only that the death of 
Chriſt was an argument for us to beheye 
what he ſaid, and the believing what he 
ſaid would incline us to obey him, and 
G 4 it 
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if we obey him, we ſhall leave off our 


fins whether Chriſt had died or no : ſup- 


poſing his miracles had the ſame effe&t 
on us, which thoſe of Moſes had upon 
the Jews, which were ſufficient to per- 
{wade them to believe and obey without 
his death. But if this be all that was 
meant by Chriſt's Zearing our fivs in his 
body on the tree ; why might not St. Peter 
himſelf be ſaid to bear them upon his 
croſs too? for his death was an excellent 
example of patience, and a f eur argu- 
ment to perſwade men he ſpake truth, 
and that do@rine which he preached, 
was repentance and remiſſion of fins : 
So that by this ſenſe, there is nothin 

peculiar attributed to the death of Chriff 
But taking the other ſenfe for the taking 
away the puniſhment of fins, we muſt ſee 
how this belongs to the death of Chriſt : 
Do they then attcibute our delivery from 
the puniſhment of ſin, to the death of 
Chriſt on the Croſs 2 yes, juſt as we may 
attribute Czſar's ſubduing Rome, to his 
paſſing over Rubicon, becauſe he took 
that in his way to the doing of it : fo 
they make the death of Chriſt only as a 
paſſage, in order to expiation of ſins, by 
taking away the puniſhment of them. 
For that ſhall not be aRtually —_ 
temaonaong: chey 
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they ſay, till his full deliverance of all 
thoſe that obey him, from hell and the 
grave, which will not be till his ſecond 
coming. So that if we only take zhe 
body of Chrift for his ſecond coming, and 
the Croſs of Chriſt, or the tree, tor his 
Throne of Glory, then they will acknow- 
ledge, that Chriſt may very:-well be ſaid 
to take away fins in his own body on the 
tree : bur if you take it in any ſenſe that 
doth imply any. peculiar efficacy to the 
death of Chriſt, for all the 'plainneſs of 
St. Peter's words, they by no means will 
admit of it. | 

VII. But becauſe Cre/zus urgeth Gro- 


"# 
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Iſa. 53.11. 
Vindica- 


tins with the ſenſe of that place, Z/a.5 3: 7.3 cy 
11. out - of which he: contends thete c.r. 5; «. 


words are taken, and Cre/lizs'conceives 
he can prove there , that: bearing is the 
ſame with taking away fin We how come 
to conſider, what torce he can find from 
thence, for the juſtifying his aſſertion, 
That the bearing of fins, when attributed 
to Chriſt, doth not imply the puniſhment of 
them, but the taking them away. The 
words are, for he ſhall bear their iniqui+ 
ties. As to which Grotixs obſerves, 7 bat 
the word 1 which (ignifies iniquity , is 
ſometimes taken for the puniſhment of ſir, 
2 King. 7. 9. and the perb 220 is 0 my 
| an 
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and whenever it's jayned with, fin or ing” 
quity, in all languages, 'ant eſpecially, the 
Hebrew, it: ſignifies to ſuffer puniſhment 
for although 803 may ſometimes fignifie to, | 


take away, YI never does ;: foi that this Z 


phraſe cax- receive no other inter pretat ion. 
Notwithſtanding all which CreVias att 
hf. x ": tempts 'to'-prove, Fhat 720 here, null 
be. taken 'in'''a fenſe. contrary. to the 


natural and perpetual uſe of the. word, | 


for. which his firſt argument, ts very in- 
firm, viz. -perauſe' it is mentioned after 
the death of Chriſt, and is therefore to be | 
conſidered as the reward of the other. | 
Wherecas:jt.appears: 1. By the Prophets 
diſcourſe,-that:he doth: not inſiſt on an 
exact methodical order, but:dilates and 
amplifies" things as he ſees occaſion : for 
Perſe 9. he faith, Ze made his grave with 
the wicked, -and with the rich in his death ; 
and Yerſe 10. he faid, Tet it pleaſed the 
Lord to bruiſe him, he hath put him tq 
grief : Will Erellius therefore ſay, that 
this muſt be'conſequent to his death and 
' burial? | 2: The particle ) may be here 
taken caufally,* as we render. it, very 
agrecably to the ſenfe ;- and fo it gives 
an account of the fore-going clauſe, By 
bis. knowledge, fhall my righteous ſervant 
Tuftifie many, for he (hall bear their ini- 
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guitjes. And that this is no unuſual ac- 
ception, of that. particle, might be caſt- 
ly cleared from many places of Scripture 
F, it-were.neceſfary ; and from this:very 
Prophet, as Ja.z9..k, where YAU. is EY 
fame with yOu '2 2. Xing. 20. 12, and. J/a, 
64, 5: Thou art Kos 32-4 we have. finaed, 
Ran) where the fame particle is, made 

the caufal of. what.. went betore.,..: But 
| . we need not. inſiſt upon this, to 

Crellizs, who elſewhere makes y 


_ 
* s » 


on e:of it Creld. c.9. 

himſelf, and ſays, They muſt be.wery gs {#7 7 
5 L h | 463. 

norant of the Hehraw Tongue, who. da _n8t Soc. prel. 
know, that the camunttion coputativ2 is of ©'4 /26. 
'tn Hiken cauſally; and fo much. ls can- 
felled by Socinus allo, where hgcxplains 
that : particle in one ſenſe in the. begin- 
ring, and cauſally in the rmddle of the 
yerle.: : And the Lord's anger mas Kine 
again Trace, jor he mongd, eho 
if. this will not.do, he attempts te prove, 
That 720 in this gry. Chapter, bath the 
fignification of taking away, v..4.. Par he 
bath born our griefs, an carried our ſor- 
rows,” Which is applied by St, Matth. 8. 
17. to bodily diſeaſes, which or Sawwour 
did no! bear, but took away, as it is 
ſaid in the fore-going Yerſe ; . he bealed 
all that were i on which thoſe words 
come in, That it might be fuffilled which 


was 


d 2Sam.24.1, 
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was ſpoken by Eſatas, &c.” ' To which 
I anſwer: x. It is granted by. our Ad- 
verſaties, that St. Matthew 'in' thoſe | 
words, doth not give the full ſenſe of # 
the Prophet, but 'only applies. that -by 
way of accommodation, to bodily dif- 
caſes, which was chiefly intended for the 
ſins of men. And in away of accom- 
modation it is not unuſual to ſtrain words 
beyond their genuine'and natural figni- 
fication, or what was intended primari- 
ly by the perſon who | ſpaks them. 
Would it be reaſonablefor any tofay that 
np? fgnifis to g3ve," Becaule that place, 
Pſal. 68.18. where the:wotd by all is ac- 
knowledged to ſignifie 7s recerve, is ren- 
dred to give, Eph. 4.8, fo that admit- 
we home ſenſe pf ond here, as 
applied to the cure of bodily diſeaſes, it 
doth- not from thence follow, that this 
ſhould be the meaning of the word 'in 
the primary ſenſe intended by the Pre- 
phet. 2. The word as uſed by St. Mat- 
thew, is very capable of the primary and 
natural ſenſe ; for St: Matthew retains 
words of the ſame Rgntfcation, with 
that which we contend for, 2iAa/ and 
2Þ457x , neither of Which doth ſignific 
taking away, by caufing a thing not to 
be. So that all that is implied Lereby, 

is 
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is the pains and trouble which our Savi- 
our ook in the healing of the ſick, For 
to that end, as Grotzws well obſerves up- 
on that place, the circumſtances are men- 
tioned, That it was. at even, and multi- 
tudes were brought to him in St. Matthew, cg 5. 
that. = Sun ſet all that were diſeaſed 
were brought, and all the City was ga- 
thered together at the door, in St. Mark ; Mar.1.32, 
That he departed not till it was day, in 
St. Luke ; that we might the better un- Luk.4.42. 
derſtand how our Saviour did bear our 
griefs, becauſe the pains he took- in heal- 
ing them were ſo great. And here I 
cannot but obſerve, that Gro!zus in his 
notes on that place, continued {till in 
the ſame mind he was in, when he writ 
againſt Socinus ; for he ſaith, © Thoſe 
*. words may either refer to the diſeaſes 
of the body, 'and ſo they note the 
pains he took in the cure of them ; 
or to our ſins, and ſo they were ful- 
* filled when Chriſt by ſuffering upon 
* the croſs, did obtain remiſſion of ſins 
* for us, as St. Peter ſaith, 1 Pet. 2.24. 
But upon what reaſon the Annotations on 
that place come to be ſo different from 
his ſenſe expreſſed here, long after Crel- 
lius his anſwer, Ido not underſtand. But 
we are ſure hc declared his mind, as w 
the 
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the main-of that Controverſie, tobe the 
ſane, that ﬆ was when he writ tisBook 
which Crel/us anſwered ; as appears by 

Eyif. Eccl. tWe Letters of his ito Pofius, not long 
7/1174 finee pabliſhed ; wnd-he utterly diſowns 
16, 159. thecharge of Soritvianiſm, as n calumny 
in his 4;ſoafſh, the daft Book: he ever 
wart. ©» 5 Bib WA. %\ 
Vil. But we ure no forther obliged to 
vendiemeGrotuus, than he dad the trwwh ; 
which weareſurehedid mthevindication 
Iſs. 53- 5, ofthe $'3 of T1/aivh,trom:-Socmus tis inter- 
57 v- pretftions, notwithſtanding what. Crel- 
lius hath objected zgainſthim. We there- 
fore iproceed to other Verſes in the ſame 
Chapter infiſted on by Grotzws, toprove, 
That Chrift did bear ' the puniſhments of 
our fins, v. 6, 7. The Lord hath laid on 
him 'the intquities -of 'us all : It ts requi- 
red, and he was afflifted, as Grotius ren- 
De Server. ders'thoſe words. Socinus makes a two- 
.2. 5. fold ſenfe of the former clauſe; thefirſt is, 
That Gol by or with Chriſt did meet with 
our -iniquitzes ; the'latter, That God 4id 
make our iniquities to meet with Chriſt. 
The words 'faith Grorzus, will not bear 
the former interpretation ; for the vers 
WIR" being in Hiphil, muſt import a 
double ation, and ſo it muſt not be, That 
God by him did meet with our ſms, 
Eut 
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but that'God titl make our fins to meet up- 
on him. "To which Crelius replies, That Cred. c. 1 . 
worlls im FRphil are ſometimes uſed in-1* ** 
trasfitroely ; 'but can he (produce any in- 
ſtance tn 'Seripture , where this word 
joytied with 2 and Nx 1s ſo taken? for 
m the laſt verfe'of the'Chapter, 'the con- 
ſtru@ioh'ts diftrent : Add what an un» 
certain way of interpreting Scripture 
will this be, if every Anomalous _ 
fication, and rare uſe of a word, fhall 
be made uſe'of to takeawhy ſach a fenſe 
as is moſt agreeable to'the deſign of the 
place. For that ſenſe we contend for, is 
not only eriforc2d'nupon the moſt natural 
tmportance of theſe words, but upon the 
agreeableneſs of them 'with fo many o- 
ther exprefftons of this Chapter , that 
Chriſt did bear our iniquities, and was 
wounded for our tranfgreſſions, and that 
his foul was made an offering for fin : to 
which it is very ſuitable, thar as the ini- 
quities of the people were (as it were) 
hid upon the head of the Sacrifice ; ſo 
it ſhould be faid of Chrift, who was to 
ofter up himſelf for the ſins Þ « 
world. And 'the Jews themſelves by 
this phraſe do underſtand the puniſh- 
ment either for the ſins of the people, 
which Fofras underwent, or which the 

people 
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people themſelves ſuffered, by thoſe 
who interpret this prophecy of them, 
To which purpoſe, Aber Ezra obſerves, 
that zniquity i here put for the puniſhment 
of it, as 1 Sam.28. 10, and Lam. 4.6. 
But Socinus miſtruſting the incongruity 
of this Interpretation, flies to another ; 
viz. That God did make our intquities to 
meet with Chriſt : And this we are wil- 
ling to admit of, if by that they mean, 
That Chriſt underwent the - puniſhment 
of them ; as that phraſe muſt naturally 
import, for what otherwiſe can our iz- 
quities meeting with him (1gnifie? For the 
word y3B taken properly (as Socinus ac- 
knowledgeth it ought to be, when he 
rejects Paznin's Interpretation of making 
Chriſt to interceed for our iniquities) ſig- 
nifies, either to meet with one by chance, 
or out of kindneſs, or elſe for an en- 
counter, with an intention to deſtroy 
that which it meets with. So Fudg. 8. 
2 1.Riſe thou 12 Y3B),377av1now 1piv LINN. 
zrrue in nos, fall upon us; 2.e. run upon 
vs with thy ſword, and kill us, Fudg. 15. 
12. Swear unto me, that ye will not fall 
upou me your ſelves ; where the ſame 
word is uſed, and they explain the 
meaning, of it in the next words, v. I3. 


Ie will not kill thee, Amos 5. 19. as if 
a man 
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a man did flee from a Lyon, and a Bear 
met him, 329) 1. e. with a defign to kill 
him. Now I {ſuppoſe they 'will-not ſay 
chat our ſins met with Chriſt by Chance, 
fince it is ſaid, that God laid on him, 


&c.. nor out of kindneſs ; it muſt be. 


therefore out. of eamity, and with a 
deſign to deftroy him ;-and ſo our ſins 
cannot be underſtood as Socinus and Cret- 
lus would have:them, as the meer occa- 
fions of Chriſt death : but as the-proper 
impulſive caufe of it. Whether the fol- 
lowing word W432 be taken with a reſpect 
to fin, and ſoit properly ſignines /t zs 
required, or with a reſpe&-to the perſon, 
and ſo it may ſignitie he was oppreſſed, is 
not a matter of that conſequence, which 
we ought to contend abour ; 1t.it be pro- 
ved that Chriſt's oppreſlion had only a 
reſpect to ſin, as the puniſhment of is. 
Which will yet further appear from ano- 


ther expreſſiog- in the ſame' Chapter, 


v.5. The chaſtiſement of our peace was upon 
him, and by his ſtripes we are healed. In 
which Grozzus (aith.* the word 102 doth 
* not ſignifie any kind of affliction, but 
* ſuch as hath the nature of puniſhment, 
* Either for example or inſtrauQion ; but 
* ſince the latter cannot be intended in 
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* Chriſt, the former muſt. Crelltus &r'% «. 1- 
A thinks ** 57: 
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thinks to eſcape from this, by acknow- 
ledging, that the ſufferings of Chriſt have 
ſome _reſpe#t to fin ; but if it be ſuch a re- 
ſpe&t to ſin, which makes what Chriſt 
underwent a-puniſhment ( which is only 
proper in this caſe ) it is as much as we 
contend for. This therefore: he is loth 
to abide by ; and faith that chaſtiſement 
imports ' no more than bare afflition with- 
out auy reſpet to fin, which he thinks to 
prove from St. Paz/s words, 2 Cor. 6. 
9. We are chaſtiſed, but not given over 


zo death ; but how far this is from pro- | 


ving his purpoſe will eaſily appear, r. 
Becauſe' thoſe by whom they were ſaid 
to be chaſtened, did not think they did 


it without any reſpect to a fault; but | 
they ſuppoſed them to be juſtly puniſhed; | 
and this is that we plead for, that the F 
chaſtiſement conſidered with a reſpe&t to | 


him that inflits it, doth ſuppoſe ſome 
fault as the: reaſon of infliting it. 2. 
[This is far from the prefent purpoſe, for 
the chaſtiſement there mentioned is oppo- 
ſd to death, as chaſtened, But not killed; 
whereas Grotins expreſly ſpeaks of fuch 
chaſtiſements as include death, that theſe 
"cannot be ſuppoſed to be meerly defign- 
'&] for inſtruction, and therefore muſt be 
.  *conceived- under the notion of puniſh- 
ment, 
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ment. The other place, P/al. 7 3. 14. is 
yet more remote from the buſineſs; for 
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though the Pſalmiſt accounts himſelf in- 


nocent in reſpe& of the great enormities 
of others ; yet he could not account him- 
ſelf fo innocent with a reſpect to God, as 
not to deſerve chaſtiſement from him: 


IX. But Cre/lius offers further to 
prove that Chriſt's death muſt be conf1- 
dered as a bare affliction, and not as a 
T2293 uz, or exemplary puniſhment, 
becauſe *'in ſuch- a puniſhment the guil- 
© ty themſelves are to be puniſhed, and 
«* the benefit comes to thoſe who were 
* not guilty, but in Chriſt's ſufferings 
it was quite contrary, for the inno- 
* cent was puniſhed, and the guilty 
* have the benefit of it: and yet (he 
* faith) if we ſhould grant that Chriſt's 
* ſufferings were a rze#yua, that 
* will not prove that his death was a 
* proper puniſhment. To which I ans 
{wer, That whatever anſwers to the 
ends of an exemplary puniſhment, may 
properly be called ſo: but ſuppoſing 
that Chriſt ſuffered the puniſhment of 
our ſins, thoſe ſufferings will anſwer to 
all the ends of an exemplary puniſh- 
ment. For the ends of ſuch a puniſh- 

+ ok ment 
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ment aſſigned. by Cre/ius himſelf, are; 
* That others obſerving ſuch a puniſh- 
** ment, may abſtain from thoſe fins 
which have brought it upon the per- 
* ſon who ſuffers. Now the queſtion | 
is, whether ſuppoſing Chriſt did ſuffer |: 
on the account of our ſins, theſe ſuffer- : 
ings of his may deterr us from the pra- © 
Ctice of ſin or no? And therefore in | 


6 


oppoſition to Cre/ius, I ſhall prove theſe F 
two things: x. That ſuppoſing Chriſt # 


ſuffered for our ſins, there was a ſuffici- 4 


ent argument to dererr us from the pra» | 


dice of ſin. 2. Suppoſing that his ſuf- | 
ferings had no reſpect to our ſins, they | 
could not have that force to deterr men | 
from the practice of it : for he after af- | 
ſerts, That Chriſt's ſufferings might be a | 
TagexItrywua to us, though they were m | 
puniſhment of fin. 1. That the death of | 


Chriſt conſidered as a puniſhment of ſin, | 


is a proper 7ze#9ys, or hath a great 
force to deterr men from the practice of | 
ſin: and that becauſe the ſame reaſon | 
of puniſhment is ſuppoſed in Chriſt | 
and in our ſelves, and becauſe the | 
example is much more conſiderable, | 
than if we had ſuffered our ſelves. | 
:. The ſame reaſon of puniſhment is F 
{uppoled. For why are men _ | 
| rom 
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from ſin, .by ſeeing others puniſhed ; 
but becauſe they look upon the fin as 
the reaſon of the puniſhment; and there- 
fore where the ſame reaſon holds, tlie 
ſame ends may- be as properly obtained. 
If we faid that Chriſt ſuflered death 
meerly as an innocent perſon. out of 
God's dominion over his lite ; what 
imaginable force could this have to de- 
terr men from ſin, which is aſſerted to 
have no relation to it as the cauſe of it 2 
But when we-fay, that God laid onr :nt- 
quities upon -him, that he ſuffered not 
upon his own. account but. ours, that 
the, ſans we commit againſt- God. were 
the; cauſe of: all-.thoſe bitter, Agonies 
which the Son of God underwent, what 
argument can-be, more proper to-deterr 
men from ſin than this is > For hereby 
they ſee the greet abhorrency. of fin 
which is in God, that he wil! not par- 
don the ſins of men without a compen- 
fation made to his Honour, and a de- 
monſtration to the world of his hatred 
of it. Hereby. they ſee what a value 
God hath for his Laws, which he will 
not relax as to the puniſhment of offen- 
ders, without ſo valuable a conſideration 
as the blood of his own Son. Hereby 
they ſee, that the puniſhment of ſin is 

ft } nn 
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no meer arbitrary thing depending bare- 
ly upon the will of God 4/ but that rhere 
1s ſuch 'a connexion between'ſin and pu- 
niſhment as to the ends of: Government, 
that unleſs the Honour and: Majeſty of 
God, as to his Laws ahd/Govertiment 
may ' be preſerved, the'violation of his |! 
aws muſt expe&t a jaſt '#ecompence of | 
reward. ' Hereby they: ſeg what thoſe: are | 
to expe who negle&t or-delpiſe theſe | 
ſufteriogs' of the Son of God for them'; F 
for nothing can then remain, but a cer- 
tain fearful looking for "of judgment - and 
fiery indignation which ſhall devour the 
Adverſarzes. So that, here all the weigh- 
ty arguments concur which may be-moſt 
apt to prevail upon men to'deterr them 
from-their ſins. For' if God did thus'by 
the green tree, what will he do by the dry? 
If he who was ſo innocent in himſelf, 
ſo perfely holy, ſuffered ſo much on 
the gccount of our ſins'; what'then may 
thoſe expe to ſuffer, who have no in- 
nocency at all to plead, and add wilfuk 
neſs and impenitency to their fins? But 
if 'it be replied by Crellius, that it 6 
otherwiſe among men : 1 anſwer, that we 
do not pretend in all things to parallel 
the ſufferings of Chriſt for us, with any 
ſufferings of men for one another., But 
| yet 
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yet we add, that even amang men the 
puniſhments. inflited on thoſe who were 
themſelves innocent as to the cauſe of 
them, may be as exemplary as any o- 
ther. And the greater appearance of 
ſeverity there 15 in thera, the greater 
terror they ſtrike into all offenders. As 
Children's loſing their eſtates and ho- 
nours, or being baniſhed for their Pa- 
rents treaſons. in which they had no part 
themſelves. Which is a proper puniſh- 
ment on them of their Father's faults 
whether they be guilty or no? and i 
this may be juſt in men, why not in 
God? If any ſay, that the Parents are 
only puniſhed in the Children, he ſpeaks 
that which is contradiftory to the com- 
mon ſenſe of mankind ; for puniſhment 
doth ſuppoſe ſenſe or feeling of it; and 
in this caſe the Parents are ſaid to be 
puniſhed, who are ſuppoſed to be dead 
and paſt feeling of it, and the Children 
who undergo the ſmart of it muſt not 
be ſaid to be puniſhed ; though all things 
are ſo like it, that no perſon can ima- 
gine himſelf in that condition, but would 
think himſelf puniſhed, and ſeverely too. 
If it be ſaid, that theſe are calamities in- 
deed, but they are no proper puniſhments, 
it may eaſily be ſhewed that diſtinRion 
H 4 will 
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will not hold here. Becauſe theſe pu- 
niſhments were within the deſign of the 
Law, and were intended for all the ends 
of puniſhments, and therefore muſt have 
the nature. of 'them. [For therefore the 
Children ate involved in the Father's 
punithment on purpoſe to deterr others 
from the like ations. There are ſome 
things indeed that Children may fall in- 
to by occaſion of their Father's guilr, 
which may be only calamities to rhem, 
becauſe they are neceſſary confequents 
;n the nature of the thing, and not pur- 
poſely deſign'd asa puniſhment to them. 
Thus, being deprived of the comfort 
and aſſiſtance of their Parents, when the 
Law hath taken them off by the hand 
of juſtice : this was deſigned by the Law 
2s 2 puniſhment to the Parents, and as 
to the Children it is only a neceſlary con- 
{equent of their puniſhment. © For other- 
wiſe the Parents would have been pu- 
niſhed for the Childrens faults, and not 
the Children only involved in that 
which unavoidably follows upon the Pa- 
rents puniſhment. So that Crellius' is 
very much miſtaken either in the pre- 
{ent caſe of our Saviour's puniſhment, 
or in the general reaſon of exemplary 
puniſhments, as among. men. But = 
| _ calc 
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caſe of our Saviour is more exemplary, 
when we conſider the excellency of his 
perſon, though appearing in our nature, 
when no meaner ſufferings would fatiſ- 
fie, than of ſo tranſcendent a nature as 
he underwent, though he were the E- 
ternal Son of God, this muſt make the 
puniſhment much more exemplary, than 
if he were conſidered only as our Adver- ' 
faries do, as a mere man, So that the 
dignity of his perſon under all his ſuffer- 
ings may juſtly add a greater conſidera- 
tion to deterr'us from the practice of 
fn, which was fo. ſeverely puniſhed-in 
him, when he was pleaſed to be a Sa- 
crifice for our ſins. From whence, we 
ſee that theends'of a T2e#I%y mea are ve- 
ry: agreeable with the ſufferings of Chriſt 
conſidered as a puniſhment for ſin, 

X. We now confider whether as Crel- 
lins aſſerts, ſuppoſing Chriſt's death were God's ha- 
no puniſhment, it -could have thele, ef- trd of fin 
feds upon mens minds or no?., Jes, he (259 mot 
faith, it might, becauſe by his. ſufferings the ſuffer- 
we might ſee how ſeverely God would pu- 32%. 
wiſh wicked and obſtinate perſons. Which they were 
being a ſtrange riddle at the firſt hearing 29Puoiſk- 
it, viz, that by the ſufferings of an in- 6. 
nocent perſon without any reſpect to ©. c. r. 
ſin as the cauſe of them: we ſhould dif-* © 

cern 
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cern God's feverity againſt thoſe who 
are obſtinate in ſin;; we ought the more 
diligently to attend to what is ſaid for 
the clearing of it. © Firſt, faith he, If 
* God ſpared not his own moſt innocent 
« and holy and only Son, than whom 
* nothing was more dear to him in Hea- 


. © ven or Earth, but expoſed him to ſo 


© cruel and ignominious a death ; how 


« great-and ſevere ſufferings may we 
* think-God will inflict on wicked men, 
* who'are at open defiance with him? 
[ corifels my ſelf 'not ſubtle enough to 
apprehend the force' of this argument, 
viz, If God dealt fo ſeverely with him 
whohad' no ſin either 'of his own or 0- 
thers'to anſwer for ; - therefore he will 
deal much more ſeverely with thoſe that 
have. For God's ſeverity conſidered with» 
out any refpe& to ſin, gives rather en- 
couragement to ſinners, than any argu- 
ment to deterr them from it. For the 
natural conſequence of 'it' is, thar God 
doth a& arbitrarily, without any regard 
to the good or evil of mens aftions ; and 
therefore it js to no-purpoſe to be ſolli- 
citous about them. For upon the ſame 
account that the molt innocent perſon 
ſuffers. 'moſt ſeverely from him, for all 


that we know, the more we {ſtrive to be 
inno- 
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innocent, the more ſeverely: we may be 
dealt with, and let men fin, they can be 
but dealt ſeverely with, all the difference 
then is, one ſhall be called puni/hments, 
and the other calamities, but the ſeverity 
may be' the ſame in both. And who would 
leave off his ſins meerly to change the 
name of puniſhments into that of calami- 
ties 2 And from hence-it will follow, 
that the difterences of good and evil, 
and the reſpets of them ro puniſhment 
and reward, are but aiery. and empty 


things; bur' that God really in the dif-- 


penlation of-things to men, kath no re- 
gard to what men are or do, but acts 
therein according to his own Dominion, 
whereby he: may diſpoſe of men how or 
which way he pleaſes. If a Prince had 
many of his Subje&s in open rebellion 
againſt him, and he ſhould at thartime 
make his' moſt obedient” and beloved 
Son to be publickly expoſed to all man- 
ner of indignities, and 'be -diſhonoured 
and put to death by the hands of thoſe 
rebels; could any one imagine that this 
was deſigned as an exemplary puniſh- 
ment to all rebels, to let them fee the 
danger of rebellion > No, but would 
it not rather make them think him a 
crucl Prince, one that would puniſh in- 

nocency 
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nocency as/ much as rebellion ; and that 
it was rather better to ſtand at detiance, 
and become. deſperate, for it was more 
dangerous to be beloved than hated. by 
him, to be his'Son than his declared E- 
nemy2? ſo that inſiſting on the death of 
Chriſt as it is conſideredas a ap#Iy ma, 
(for of that we ſpeak -now) there is no 
compariſon-between our: Adverfaries hy- 
pothefis and ours ; but, faith Cref/rus, the 
conſequence is not good on our fide, if Chriſt 
ſuffered the puniſhment of our fins, theres 
fore they ſhall ſuffer much more who conti- 
mue in fin, for Chriſt ſuffered for the fins 
of the whole world ; but they ſuffer only 
for their awn, and what they have deſerved 
themſelves. To which I anſwer, that 
theargumentis of very good force upon 
our hypothefis,, though it would not be 
upon theirs, For if we ſuppoſe him to 
be a meer man that ſuffered, - then there 
could be no argument drawn from his 
ſufferings to ours, but according to the 


_exa& proportion of fins and puniſh- 


ments : but ſuppoſing that he had a 4:- 
vine as well as humane nature, there may 
not be ſo great a proportion! of the ſins 
of the world to the ſufferings of Chriſt, 
as of the fins of a particular perſon to 


his own ſufferings ; and therefore the ar- 
gument 
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gument from oneto the other doth till 
hold. For the meaſure of puniſhments 
muſt be taken with a prcportion to the 
dignity of the perſon who ſuffers them. 


And Crell:zus himſelf confeſſeth elſewhere, cy... s. 
that the dignity of the perſon is to be con- 1e#: 43- 


ſidered in exemplary puniſhment, and that 
a leſſer puniſhment of one that is very 
great, may do much more to deterr men 
from ſin, than a greater puniſhment of one 


much leſs. But he yet further urgeth, cre. c. 1. 
that the ſeverity of God againſt ſinners ſe.57,70. 


may be diſcovered in the ſufferings of 
Chriſt, becauſe God's hatred againſt fin is 
diſcovered therein. But if we ask how 
God's hatred again{t fin is ſeen in the 
ſufterings of one perteAtly innocent and 
free from ſin, and not rather his hatred 
of innocency, it no reſpect to fin were 
had therein : he anſwers, That God's ha- 
tred againſt fin was manifeſted, in that he 
would not ſpare his ouly Son to draw men 
off from fin. For an{wer to which, we 
are to conſider the ſufterings of Chriſt 
as an innocent perſon, detigned as an 
exemplary cauſe to draw men oft from 
ſin; and let any one tell me, what ha- 
tred of ſin can poſlibly be diſcovered, in 
propoling the ſufterings of a molt inno- 
cent perſon to them without any con(i- 

eration 
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deration of fin as the cauſe of thoſe ſuf- 
ferings? Tf it be ſaid, That the Dodrine 
y Chriſt was defigned to draw men off from 
fin; and that God ſuffered his Son to die 
to confirm this Doftrine, and thereby ſhew- 
ed his hatred to fin. I anſwer, 1. This 
is carrying the diſpute off from the pre- 
ſent buſineſs, for we are not now argu» 
ing about the deſign of Chriſt's Doarine, 
nor the death of Chriſt as a means to 
confirm that, but as a aÞg«yuea, and 
what power that hath without reſped&t 
to our ſins as the cauſe of them, to draw 
us from {in, by diſcovering God's hatred 
toit. 2. The Dodrine of Chriſt accor- 
ding to rheir hypothefis, diſcovers much 
leſs of God s hatred to fin than ours doth, 
For if God may pardon ſin without any 
compenſation made to his Laws or Ho- 

- nour, if repentance be in its own nature 
a ſufficient ſatisfaction for all the ſins paſt 
of our Lives ; if there be no ſuch a Juſtice 
in God whichrequires puniſhment of ſin 
committed ; if the puniſhment of fin 
depend barely upon God's will ; and the 
moſt innocent perſon may ſuffer as much 
from God without reſpect to fin as the 
cauſe of ſuffering, as the moſt guilty ; 
let any rational man judge whether this 
Doctrine diſcovers as much God's abhor- 

rency 
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rency of ſin, as aſſerting the neceſlity of 


_ vindicating God's honour to the World, 


upon the breach of his Laws, if not by 
the ſuffering of the offenders themſelves, 
yet of the Son of Gog as a ſacrifice for 
the expiation of ſin, by undergoing the 
puniſhment of our iniquities, fo as upon 
conſideration of his ſufferings, he is plea- 
ſed to accept of repentance and ſincere 
obedience, as the conditions upon which 
he will grant remiſſion of ſins, and cter- 
nal life. So that if the diſcovery of 
God's hatred to fin be the means to re- 
claim men from it, we aſſert upon the 
former reaſons, that much more is done 
upon our Doctrine concerning the ſuffer- 
ings of Chriſt, than can be upon theirs. 
So much ſhall ſuffice to manifeſt in what 
ſenſe Chriſt's death may be a aÞ#9:7- 
44a, and that this doth imply, that his 
ſufferings are to be conſidered as a pu- 
niſhmenr of fin. 

XI. The next Series of places which Gretju his 
makes Chriſt's ſufferings to be a puniſh- 2rguments 
ment for ſin, are thoſe which aſſert Chriſt chrigs 
to be made fin and a curſe for us : which beiog 
we now deſign to make clear, ought to Ty*52. 
be underſtood in. no other fenſe ; for as for us de- 
Gretius ſaith, As the Jews ſometimes #29ed a= 
© uſe fin, for the punithment of ſin Ho. 
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as appears, beſides other places, by 


Zach: 14. 19. Gen.-4. 13. {o they call 
him that ſuffers the puniſhment 'of 
ſin ; by the name of fin ; as the Latins 
uſe the word Pziaculum, both tor the 
fault, and for him that ſuffers for- it. 
Thence under the Law, an expiatory 
Sacrifice for ſin, was called ſin, Lev.4.3, 


29—5, 6. Pſal. 40.7. Which way of 


ſpeaking Eſaias followed, ſpeaking of 
Chriſt, /ai.5 3. 10. W323 RUR RWN 
he made his ſoul ſin, z. e. liable to the 
puniſhment of it. To the ſame pur- 
pole St. Paul, 2 Cor. 5. 21. He made 
him to be fin for us, who knew no 
ſin, that we might be made the righ- 
teouſneſs of God in him. To which 
Crellius replies, That as there is no 
neceflity, that by the name of ſin, 
when applied to ſufterings, any more 


ſhould be implied, than that thoſ# ; 


ſufferings were occaſioned by ſin, no 
more 'is there when it is applied to 


+ the perſon ; nay, much leſs, for he 


ſaith, No more 1s required to. this, 
but that he ſhould be handled as fin- 
ners uſe to be, and undergo the mat- 
ter of puniſhment, without any re- 
{ped to fin, either as the cauſe or oc- 
caſion of it. So he faith, The name 

* Sinner 
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& Sinner is uſed," 1 Xing. 1.21. and-in 
« $t. Paul, the name of (in 'in the fir{t 
* clauſe is tobe underſtood, as of righ- 


< teouſneſs in the latter ; ' and as we are 


* ſaid to be righteouſneſs in him, when 


* God deals with us as with righteous: 


* perſons, ſo Chriſt was ſaid to be fin 
* for us, when he was dealt with as a 
* ſinner. And the Sacrifices for fin un- 
* der the Law were fo called, not with 
* a reſpect to the puniſhment of ſin, but 
* becauſe they were offercd upon the 
* account of ſin, and were uſed for ta- 
* king away the guilt of it, or becauſe 
* men were bound to offer them, fo that 
* they ſinned if they neglected it. So 
* that all that is meant by Eſaias and 
* St. Paul is, That Chriſt was made an 
* Eexplatory gacrifice,or that he expoſed 
* himſelf tor thoſe afflictions which ſin- 
* ners only by right undergo. ' But let 
Crellius or any others of them tell me, 
it the Scripture had intended to exprels, 
that the ſuflerings of Chriſt were a pu- 
niſhment of our ſins,how was it poſlible 
todo it more Emphatically than it 15 done 
by theſe Expreſſions (the cuſtom of the 
Hebrew Language being conſidered } not 
only by ſaying, that Chriſt did bear our 
fins, but, that himſelf was made ſin for 
] 
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us 2 thoſe phraſes being ſo commonly 
uſed for the puniſhment of ſin. Let 
them produce any one. inſtance 1n Scri- 
pture, where thoſe expreſſions are ap- 
plied to any without the conlidera- 
tion of fin : that place, r Xing. I. 21. is 
very far from it; for in all probability, 
the deſign of Bathſheba in making, Solomon 
Xing was already diſcovered, which was 
the reaſon that Adonijah his elder Bro- 
ther declaring himſelf A7ng, invited not 
him with the reſt of the Xg's ſons : All 
that ſhe had for So/omon's ſucceſſion, was 
a ſecret promiſe and oath of David; and 
therefore ſhe urgeth him now to declare 
the ſucceſſion, v. 20. Otherwiſe, ſhe ſaith, 
when David fhould die, 1 and my ſon S0- 
lomon ſhall be accounted offenders ; i. e. 
faith Crefius, we ſhall be handled as of- 
fenders, we ſhall be deſtroyed : But ſure- 
ly not without the ng of a fault; 


by them: which ſhould inflit that pu- 


niſhment upon them : The plain mean- 
ing is, they ſhould be accuſed of Treaſon, 
and then puniſhed accordingly. But we 
are to conſider, that ſtill with a reſpet 
ro them, who were the infliters, a fault 
or {if 1s ſuppoſed as the reaſon of their 
puniſhment, either of their own or 0- 
thers. But of our Saviour it is not _—_ 

hat 
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That he ſhould be counted as an offender by 
the Jews ; for although that doth not take 
away his innocency, yet ir ſuppoſeth an 
accuſation of ſomething , which 1n it 
felf deſerves puniſhment. But in E/az. 
53. IO. It is ſaid, He made his ſoul ſin ; 
and 2 Cor. 5. 21. That God made him in 
for us, which muſt therefore imply, not 
being dealt with by men only as a fin- 
ner, but that with a reſped to him who 
inflicted the puniſhment , there was a 
conſideration of fin as the reaſon of it. 
We do not deny but God's ſuffering him 
to be dealt with as a finner by men, js 
implied in it, for that was the method of 
his puniſhment deſigned ; but we ſay 
further, that the reaſon of that permiſſi- 
on in God, doth ſuppoſe ſome antece- 
dent cauie of it: For God would ne- 
ver have ſuffered his only Son, to be ſo 
dealt with by the hands of cruel men, 
unleſs he had made himſelf a» offering 


| for fin ; being willing to undergo thoſe 


ſufferings, that he might bean expiatory 


| Sacrifice for the ſins of the world. And 


although Socinus will not yield, That by 
being made fin for us ſhould be underſtood 
Chriſt's being an expiatory Sacrifice for 
fin ; yet Crellius is contented it ſhould 
be ſo taken in both places + Which if he 
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will grant, ſo as by vertue of that Sa- 
crifice, the guilt of ſin is- expiated,, 
we ſhall not contend with him about 
the reaſons, why: thoſe Sacrifices were 
called fins , alrhough the moſt proper 
and genuine mult needs-.be that, which 
is aſſigned by the Law, that the fins of 
the people were ſuppoſed to be laid up- 
on them, and therefore they were in- 
tended for the expiation of - them : Bur it 
is very unreaſonable to lay, That Expia- 
tory Sacrifices were called ſins, becauſe it 
would have been a fin to neglet them : 
For on the ſame account, all the other 
Sacrifices muſt have been called ſo too; 
tor it was a-ſin.to negle&t any where 
God required them, and ſo there had 
been no difference between Sacrifices for 
ſin and others: - To that reaſon of Crel- 
lius, from our being made righteous, be- 
cauſe dealt with as ſuch, to Chriſt's being 
made ſin only; becauſe dealt with as a ſin- 
er, We need.no more than what this pa- 
rallel will. afford us; For as Crell:as 
would never ſay, that any are dealt with 
as righteous perſons, who are not ante- 


cedently ſuppoted to be fo by his own 


Argument; Chriſt being dealt with 


as a ſinner, rauſt ſuppoſe guilt antece- 
dent to it; and fince the Apoſtle de- 
| clares 
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clares it was not his own, in thoſe words, 
IWho knew no fin, it follows that it muſt 
be: the conſideration of ours, which muſt 
make him be dealt with as a ſinner by 
him, who: made him to be ſin for vs. 
But to ſuppoſe that Chriſt ſhould be ſaid 
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to be made fin, without any reſpect zo» * 


fin, is as much as if the Latins ſhould 
call any one Scelus, and mean thereby 
2 very honeſt man ; or a Pzaculum, with- 
out any ſuppoſition of his own or others 
guilt. But we are to confider, that the 
ſufferings of Chriſt, ſeeming ar firſt ſo 
inconſiſtent with that relation to God as 
his only Son, which the Apoſtles aſſert 
concerning, him, they were obliged to 
vindicate his innocency ,- as to men, 
and yet withal to ſhew, that with a re- 
pet to God, there was: ſufficient rea- 
ſon for his permiſſion of his undergoing 
theſe ſufferings. That he knew no ſin, 
was enough to clear iis innocgency as 
to men ; but then the queltion will be 
asked, If he were fo innocent, why did 
God ſuffer all thoſe things to come up- 
on him 2 Did not Abraham plead of old 


with God,7That he would not ſlay the righ- * 


teous with the wicked, becaule it was re- 
pugnant to the righteouſnets of his na- 
ture todo fo; That be far from thee to 
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do after this manner, to ſlay the righte- 
ous with the wicked, and that the righte- 
ous ſhould be as the wicked, that be ſo far 
from thee ; ſball not the Jadge 'of all the 
Earth do right > How then: comes God 
to ſuffer the moſt perfect innocency to 
be dealt- with fo, as the-greateſt ſins 


' could not have deſerved worſe from 


men? Was not his righteouſneſs the 
{ame {iN 2 And Abraham did+ not think 
the diſtintion of calamitres and pu- 
niſhments ,'-enough to vindicate God's 
proccedings, if the righteous ſhould have 
been dealt withal as the wicked. And 
if that would hold for ſuch'a-meaſure of 
righteouſneſs as might be ſuppoſed in 
{ſuch who were not guilty ''of the great 
abominations of thoſe places , that it 
ſhould be enough, not only to deliver 
themſelves, but the wicked too ; how 
comes it that the moſt perfe& obedi- 
ence of the Son of God, is not ſuffici- 
ent to excuſe him from the greateſt ſuf- 
ferings of Malefators ? But if his ſut- 
ferings had been meerly from men, God 
had been accountable only for the bare 
permiſſion ; but it is faid, that he fore- 
ordained and determined theſe things to be, 
thar Chriſt himſelt complained, that God 
pad forſaken him; and here, that he made 

him 
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him fin for «s : and can we imagine all 
this to be without any reſpet to the 

uilt of ſin, as the cauſe of it > Why 
ould ſuch an expreſſion be uſed of 
being made fin 2 might not many o- 
thers have ſerved ſufficiently to declare 
the indignities and ſufferings he under- 
went, without ſuch a phraſe as ſeems to 
reflect upon Chriſt's innocency 2 If there 
had been no more in theſe expreſions 
than our Adverſaries imagine, the Apo- 
ſtles were ſo careful of Chriſt's honour, 
they would have avoided ſuch ill-ſound- 
ing expreſſjons as theſe were ; and not 
have affected Hebraiſms , and uncouth 
forms of ſpeech, to the diſpaxagement 
of their Religion. But this 1s all which 
our Adverſaries have to ſay , where 
words are uſed by them out of their pro- 
per ſenſe, that the Prophets and Apoſtles 
affeffed tricks of wit, playing with words, 
uſing them ſometimes in one ſexſe, and pre- 


19 


Jently quite in another. So Crellius faith cre c x. 
of 1ſaiah, That he affefts little elegancies ff. 57 


of words and verbal alluſions, which makes 
him uſe words ſometimes out of their pro- 
per and natural ſenſe ; thence he tells us, 
The ſufferings of Chriſt are called chaſtiſe- 
ments , though they have nothing of the 


nature of chaſtiſements in them : And from 
I 4 this 
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this liberty of interpreting, they make 
words (without any other-reafon, than 
that they ſerve tor their purpoſe) be ra- 
ken in ſeveral ſenſes in the fame verſe: For 
Socinus in one verſe of St. Fohx's Goſpel, 
makes the World to be-taken in three 
ſeveral ſenſes : He was in the World here 
it is taken, faith he, for the men of the 
world in general: The world was made by 
him, there it muſt be underſtood only of 
the reformation of things by the Golpel : 
and, the world knew hins not, there ir muſt 
be taken in neither of the former ſenſes, 
but for the wicked of the world : What 
may not one make of the Scripture, by 
ſuch a way of interpreting it 2 But by 
this we have the leſs reaſon to wonder, 
that Socenus ſhould put ſuch an Interpre- 
tation upon Gal. 3. 13. Chriſt hath re- 
deemed us from the curſe of the Law, be- 
ing made a curſe for us; for it is written, 
Curſed is every one that hangeth on a tree: 
In which he doth acknowledge by the 
curſe, in the firſt clauſe to be meant, the 
puniſhment of fin, but not in the ſecond: 
And the reaſon he gives tor it is, amavit 
enim Paulus in execrationis verbo argutus 
eſſe. St. Paul afteAed playing with the 
word curſe, underſtanding, it firſt in a 
proper, and then a Metaphorical ſenſe. 
| Pur 
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But it is plain that thedeſign of S. Pauland 
Socinus are very difterent in theſe words: 
Socinus thinks he ſpeaks only Metaphori- 
cally,when he ſaith, that Chriſt was made 


a'curſe for as; 3. e. by a bare alluſion of, 


the name, without a correſpondency in 
the thing it ſelf ; and fo that the death 
of Chriſt might be called a curſe, but was 
not-ſo: But St. Paul ſpeaks; of this nor 
by. way of extenuation, but to (et forth 
the greatneſs and weight of the puniſh- 
ment he underwent for us. He there- 
fore tells us, what it was which Chriſt 
did redeem us from, The curſe of the Law ; 
and: how he did it, by being not only made 
a curſe, but a curſe for us; i. e. not by 
being hateful to God, or undergoing the 
very ſame curſe, which we ſhould have 
done ; which are the two things obje&- 
ed by Cre/ius againſt our ſenſe ; but that 
the death of Chriſt was to be conſider- 
ed, not as a bare ſeparation of foul and 
body, but as properly penal, being ſuch 
a kind of death, which none but Male- 
faftors by the Law were to ſuffer ; by 
the .undergoing of which puniſhment in 
our ſtead, he redeemed us from that 
curſe which we were liable to by the vio- 
lation of the Law of God. And there 
can be no reaſon to appropriate this on- 


Ly 


121 


IEC ITE 29 22. = 


rn 


Of the Sufferings 
ly tothe Fews, unleſs the death of Chriſt 
did extend only to the deliverance of 
them from the puniſhment of their ſins ; 
or becauſe the curſe of the Law did 
make that death pcenal , therefore the 
intention: of the puniſhment, could reach 
no further "than the Law did; but the 
Apoſtle in the very next words ſpeaks 
of the farther extenſion of the great bleſ- 
fing promiſed:to Abraham, That it ſhould 
come upon the Gentiles alſs ; and withal 
thoſe whom the Apoſtle ſpeaks. to, were 
not Jews, but ſuch as thought they 
ought*to joyn the Law and Goſpel toge- 
ther : that: St. Paul doth not mean as 
Crel/jus would have it, that Chriſt by his 
death did confirm the New: Covenant, and 
ſo take away the obligation of the Law; 
(for to what end was the curſe mention- 
ed for that > What did the accarſedne/ſs 
of his death add to the confirmation of 
the truth of his Dofrine 2 and when 
was ever the curſe taken for the conti- 
nuance of the Law of Moſes?) but that 
Chriſt by the efficacy of his death as a 
puniſhment for ſin hath redeemed all 
that believe and obey him from the 
curſe deſerved by their ſins, whether in- 
forced by the Law of Moſes, or the Law 


written in their hearts, which tells the 
con- 
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conſciences . of ſinners, that ſuch- who 
viohate the Laws of God are worthy of 
death, and therefore under the Curſe of 
X41. We come how tothe force of the = = 
particles which being joyned with our ,,,;:-:; 
fins 8s referring to the death of Chriſt, being 
do-imply that his death is to be confider- = qgpnkry 
ed as g'puniſhment of ſin. Not.thati we rehaing 
jaſiſt on the force of thoſe particles 22, 52 ſuffer- 
me} and 52, as though of themſelves. jmpiy 
they did imply. this { for we know they thote ſuf- 
are of various ſignifications according to ys 4..pu. 
the nature of the matter they. are joyned niſhmenr 
with ) but that theſe being joyned with * 42 
ſins. and ſuffering together, do Ggnifie 
that thoſe ſufferings are the puniflknent 
of thoſe ſins. Thus it ts {aid of Chriſt, 
that he dyed, 32 mz mexmhmucnle hudy ——— 
for. our fins, ap « moreniav var, that be | per 1714 
ſuffered once es apaenar, that be gave Heb.to 12, 
himſelf 0.3 41ucomrmr, that be offered a 
Sacrifice m@) 4 paenor. To which Creb- rel. c. r. 
lius replies, That if the force of theſe * © 
* particles not being joyned with fuffcr- 
* mgs, may be taken for the final and 
* not for the impulſive cauſe, they 
* may retain the ſame ſenſe when joyn- 
* cd with ſufferings, if thoſe ſufferings 
** may be deſigned in order to m_ ; 

ut 
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* but if it ſhould be granted, that thoſe 
* Phraſes being joyned-with ſufferings, 
* do always imply a meritorious caule, 
* yet it doth not follow, it ſhould be 


' © here ſo underſtood :becauſe the matter 


* will not bear it: Td this a ſhort an- 
{wer will at preſent ſerve: for, It is not 
poſſible: a- meritorious: cauſe can be ex- 
preſſed more emphatically than by theſe 
words beings joyned to ſufferings : ſo 
that we- have as clear a teſtimony from 
theſe expreſſions as words'can give; and 
by the ſame-arts by which theſe may be 
avoided any other might ; ſo that it had 


| Not been poſſible for our Dodtrine to 


have been expreſled- in' ſuch a manner, 
but ſach'' kind of anſwers might have 
been given as our Adverſaries now give. 
If it had been ſaid .in the plaineſt terms, 
that Chriſt's death was a puniſhment for our 
fins, they would as eaſily have avoided 
the force of them as they do of thele ; 
* they would have told us the Apoſtles 
* delighted in an Antanaclaſis, and had 
* expreſſed things difterent from the na- 
* tural uſe of the words by them ; and 
** though puniſhment were ſometimes 
* uſed properly, yet here it muſt be uſed 
* only metaphorically becauſe the mat- 


* ter would bear no other ſenſe. And 
there- 
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therefore I commend the ingenuity of 
Socinus after all the pains he had taken to Secin. 
enervate the force of thoſe places which 37% 
are. brought againſt Iris Doctrine ; he 
« tells us plainly, That if our Doctrine 
were not only once, but frequently 
mentioned in Scripture ? yet he would 
not therefore believe the thing to be 
ſoas we ſuppoſe. For, ſaith he, ſee- 
ing the thing it ſelf cannot be, I take 
the leaſt inconvenient interpretation 
of the words ; and draw forth ſuch a 
ſenſe from them, as is moſt conſiſtent 
with it ſelf and the tenor of the Scri- 
* pture. But for all his talking of the 
 tenorof the Scripture; by the ſame reaſon 
| he interprets one place upon theſe terms, 
he will do many, and ſo the tenor of the 
Scripture ſhall be never againſt him : and 
by this we find, that the main ſtrength 
| of our Adverſaries is not pretended to 
lie in the Scriptures ; all the care they 
have of them is only to reconcile them 
if poſſible with their hyporhefrs ; for they 
do not deny but that the natural force of 
the words doth imply what we contend 
for ; but becauſe they ſay the Doctrine 
we aſlert is inconſiſtent with reaſon, 
therefore all their deſign is to find out 
any other poſſible meaning which _—_ 
there- 
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therefore aſſert to be true, becauſe more 
agreeable to the common reaſon of man- 
kind. This therefore is enough for our 
preſent purpoſe, that if it had been the 
deſign of Scripture to have expreſſed our 
ſenſe, it could not have done it in plainer 
expreſſions than it -hath done, that no 
expreſſions could have been uſed, but 
the ſame arts of our Adverſaries might 
have been uſed to take off their force, 
which they have uſed to thoſe we now 
urge againſt them, and that ſetting aſide 
the poſlibility of the thing, the Scripture 
doth very fairly deliver the Doctrine we 


contend for ; or, ſuppoſing in point of 


reaſon there may be arguments enough 
to make it appear poſlible, there are 
Scriptures enough to make it appear 
true, 
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I. The words of Scripture being at laſt ac- 
knowledged by our Adverſaries to make 
for us, the only pretence remaining is 
that orr Doitrine 1s repugnant to reaſon. 
The debate managed upon point of rea- 
The grand difficulty enquired into, 

and manifeſted by our Adverſaries con- 
ceffions, mot to lie in the greatneſs of 
Chrift's ſufferings, or that oar fius -were 
the impulſive cauſe of them, or that it is 
tmpoſſible that one fhould be puniſhed 
for anothers faults : or in all caſes un- 
juſt. IT. The caſes wherein Crellius al- 
lows it, inſtanced. From whence it is 
proved that he yields the main cauſe. 
fl. The arguments propounded whereby 

he attempts to prove it unjuſt for Chriſt 

to be puniſhed for our fins. Crellius 

his principles of the juſtice of puniſh- 

ments examined. Of the relation be- 

tween deſert and puniſhment. 1V. That 

a perſon by his own conſent may be puni- 

ſhed beyond the deſert of his own ati- 
ons. V, An anſwer ts Crellius his Ob- 

Jeitions, What it 1s to ſaffer undeſer- 

vedly, Crellius his miſtake in the ftate 


of 
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of the queſtion. VI. The inſtances of 
Scripture confidered. In what ſenſe Chil- 
dren are puniſhed for their Parents fins. 
VII. Ezek. 18. 20. explained at large. 
VIII.W hether the guilty being freed from 
the ſufferings of an innocentperſon makes 
that puniſhment unjuſt or no 2 Crellius 
his ſhifts and evaſtons in this matter diſ- 
covered. Why among men the offenders 
are not freed in criminal matters though 
the ſureties be puniſhed. The releaſe of 
the party depends on the terms of 
the ſureties ſuffering, therefore delive- 
rance not iplo facto. No neceſſity of 
ſuch a tranſlation in criminal, as is in 
pecuniary matters. 


dog 
\% 


Aving gained ſo conſidera- 
ble conceſſions from our A4d- 
verſaries concerning the pla- 
ces of Scripture, we come 


now to debate the matter in point of , F 


reaſon. And if there appear to be no- 
thing repugnant in the nature of the 
thing, or to the juſtice of God, then all 
their loud clamours will come to no- 
thing ; for on that they fix, when they 
talk the moſt of our Doctrine being con- 
trary to reaſon. This theretore we now 
come more cloſely ro examine, in or- 


der 
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der to which we muſt carefully erquire 


what it is they lay the charge of inju- 


ſtice in God upon,. according to our 
belief of Chriſt's ſufferings being a pu- 
niſhment for our ins. 


1. It is not, That the offenders them- 
ſelves to not undergo the full puniſhment 
of their ſins. For they aſſert, that there 
is no neceſlity at all that the offenders 
ſhould be puniſhed from any punitive 


juſtice in God : for they eagerly con- 


tend that God may freely pardon the 
fins of men : if fo, then it can be no in- 
juſtice in God not ro puniſh the offen- 
ders according to the full deſert of their 


ſins. 


2. It isnot, That God upon the ſufferings 
of Chrift doth pardon the fins of men : for 
they yield that God may do this with- 
out any charge of injuſtice, anJ with 
the greateſt demonſtration of his kind- 
neſs. For they acknowledge, that the 
ſufferings of Chriſt are not to be conſi- 
dered as a bare antecedent condition to 
pardon , but that they were a moving 
cauſe as far as the obedience of Chriſt in 
futfering was very acceptable to God. 
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3. It is not, 7n the greatneſs or mat» 
ter of the ſufferings of Chriſt. For 


Certum eft Chriſtum in- 

nocentiſſimum a Deo graviſ. 
ſemis eruciatibus , ipſaque 
morte fuiſſe affeftum ; cum 
no in materia pane abſo- 
Iute & per fe conſiderata, 
adeoque etiam in ed affii- 
Fione a qua pane forma 
abeſt, injuria reſidere a n0- 
bus dicatur. Crel. c. 4. 
Se. 3. Potwuit autem id 
Deus facere, atque adeo fe. 
cit, jure dominii, quod in 
Chriſti vitam ac corpus has 
bebat ; accedente praſertim 
ip/ius Chriſti conſenſu, Id. 
Ib. Sef- 4- 


they aſſert the ſame which 
we do. And therefore I can- 
not but wonder to meet 
{ometimes with thoſe ſtrange 
out-crys of our making God 
cruel in the puniſhing of his 
Son for us : for what do we 
aſſert that Chriſt ſuffered, 
which they do not affert too? 
Nay, doth it not look much 
more like cruelty in God to 
lay thoſe ſufferings upon him 
without any conſideration 
of {in 2? as upon their hypo- 


theſis he doth ; than to do it ſuppoſing 
he bears the puniſhment of our 1niquities, 
whichis the thing we plead for. They 
aſſert all thoſe ſufferings to be lawful 
On the account of God's dominion, which 
according to them muſt ceaſe to be fo 
on the ſuppoſition of a meritorious cauſe. 
But however from this it appears, that 
it was not unjuſt that Chriſt ſhould ſut- 
ter rhoſe things which he did for us: the 
queſtion then is, whether ir were unjuſt 
that he ſhould ſuffer the ſame things, 
which he might lawfully do on the ac- 
count of dominion with a reſpect to our 


{ins as the caule of them. 


4. AS 


”" www HV Wor RY RT” Y 


of CHRIST. 

4. As to this, they acknowledge, that 
it is not, that- the ſufferings of Chriſt were 
occaſioned by our fins, or that our ſins 
were the bare impulſive cauſe of thoſe 
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ſufferings. For they both confeſs in ge- | 


neral, that one mans ſins may be the oc- 
calion of anothers puniſhment, ſo far 
that he might have eſcaped puniſhment, 
if the others ſins had not been the 2m- 
pulfive cauſe of it. And therefore Crel- 
lius in the general ſtate of 


this queſtion , would not 
have it, whether it be un- 
juſt to puniſh one for ano- 
thers fins; for that he ac- 
knowledges it 1s not, but 
whether, for azy cauſe what- 
ſoever it be juſt to puniſh an 
innocent perſon > And like- 
wiſe 1n particular of Chriſt, 


Quod ff ex theſs jpecia: 
facere welis generalem, ca 
hes erit, injuſtum efſe pus 
mare tnm0centem, Quacungue 
tandem de cauſa id frat ;; 
01 vero ſjmpliciter, punire 
quempiam 0b aliena deli« 
Ha; 1d enim concedi poteſt 
non ſemper eſſe injuſtum. 
Crel. <. 4. Sect. 3. 


they con- 


fels, that our fins were the impulftue cauſe, 
and the occaſion of his ſufferings. 


5. It is not, that there is ſo neceſſary 


a relation, between guilt and puniſhment, 
that it can not be called a puniſhment which 
s inflicted on an innocent perſon. For 
Crellius, after a long diſcourſe of the 
difference of afflictions and puniſhments, 


doth acknowledge, © Thar it is not of 
>" W » * the 
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the nature of puniſhment, that the 
perſon who is to be puniſhed, ſhould 
really deſerve the puniſhment ; aud 
afterwards when Grotius urgeth, that 
though it be effential to puniſhment, 
that it be inflited' for fin, yet it 
is not, that it be inflited upon 
him who hath himſelf finned, which 
he fhews, by the ſimilitude of rewards, 
which though neceſſary to-be given 
in conſideration of ſervice, may yet 
be given to others beſides the perſon 
himſelf upon his account. All this Cel 


lius acknowledgeth ; who ſaith, © They 


cc 
Cc 
1 


cc 
Pona qui- g, 
aem fimpli- _ 
ciger in 11- 
nocentem (GC 
cedit, juſta 
non cadit. 
Crel. Cc. 4- 
Yect. 258, 


do not make it neceſſary to the na- 
ture, but to the juſtice of punith- 
ment, that it be inflicted upon none 
bur the perſon who hath offended. $9 
by his own Confeſſion, it is not againſt 
the nature of puniſhment, that no 
one man ſuffer for anothers faults. 


From whence it follows, that all Socinus 
his arguments ſignifie nothing 


g, Which 


are drawn from the impoſlibility of the 


thing, that one man ſhould be puniſhed 
for anothers faults ; tor Crellius grants 
the thing to be poſſible, but denies it to 
be juſt ; yet not abſolutely neither, but 
with ſome reſtrictions and limitations. 
For, 
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II, 6. It is not, ut that there may 
be fufcient cauſes alfigned in ſome parti ng, 
cular caſes ; wherein it may be jus? for lius grants 
God to puniſh ſome. for the ſins of others, \ome may 
For Cre/ins himſelf hath aſſigned divers. fly was 
6 "*L : . : : 
When there is ſuch a near conjunQtion nithed for 
* between them, that one may be ſaid ar mg Nay 
* to be puniſhed in the puniſhment of 
* another : as Parents in their Cht oren g,,, ,,, 
» and Poſterity, Kings in their Subjects, Dang puni- 
« or the body of a Statein its Members, 997 #4 
* either in the moſt, or th: moſt prin- 7 5 
* cipal, though the feweſt : bur we are © pec- 
to conſider, how far he doth exrend this atbengge 
way of puniſhment of ſome in others. =. mu! 
r. At the greateſt diſtance of time, if they peſ x 
have been of the ſame Nation ; for he ex-7:rm 
tends it to the utmoſt degree of God's 9% #'- 
patience towards a people; © For, ſaith 99,199 
* he, God doth not preſently *puniſh as jwn8oner. 


Cre:l. 1h. 


SW a+ o 
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* for a great while, ahd fori:ears, in ex- Cr. p. 
* pectation of their repentance, in the 2+? 
* mean while a great many guilty per- 
* ſons die, and ſcem to have eſcaped py- 
* niſhment. But at laſt the time of God's 
* patience bcing paſt, he punitheth their 
* Poſterity by exating the fulle pu- 
* niſhment of their ſins upon them, and 
* by this means puniſheth their Ance- 
K 3 * ſtors 
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* ſtors too, and puniſherh their ſins in 
* their puniſhment ; for, ſazth he, all 
& that people are reckoned for one man 
* of ſeveral Ages, and that puniſhmene 
* which is taken of the laſt, may be for 
the ſins of the firſt, for the conjun- 
Aion and ſucceſſion of them : of 
which we have an example, ſaith he, 
in the deſtruftion of Feraſalem. By 
which we ſee a very remote conjunction, 
and a meer fimilitude in comparing a 
ſuccefſion of Ages in a people with thoſe 


cc 


' in a man, may (when occaſion ſerves) 


be made ule of to juſtifie God's puniſh- 
ing one Generation of men for the ſins 
of others that have been long before. 
2 When fins are more ſecret,or leſs remarka- 
Ble which God might not puniſh, unleſs an 
pccafion were given from others fins impel- 
ling him to #t; but becauſe God would 
puniſh one very near them, he therefore 
puniſheth them, that in their puniſhment 
he might puniſh the other. Or in caſe 
ſins ſpread through a Family or a peo- 
ple, or they are committed by divers 
perſons at ſundry times, which God doth 
not ſ{everally puniſh, but ſometimes then, 
when the Head of a People or Family 
hath done ſomething which remarkably 
deſerves puniſhment, whom he will 4 
| nl 


\f CHRIST. 
niſh in thoſe he is related to, and there- 
fore generally puniſheth the whole Fa- 
mily or People. 3. That which may be 
a meer exerciſe of dominion as to ſome, 
may be a proper puniſhment to others ; as in 
the caſe of Infants, being taken away 
for their Parents ſins ; For God, as to the 
Children, he faith, aſeth only an aft of do- 
minion, but the puniſhment only redounds 
to the Parents, who loſe them ; and though 
this be dove for _ the very end of puniſh- 
ment, yet he denies, that it hath the na- 


3 


ture of Puniſhment in any but the Parents, Crul, ;4. 

4. That puniſhment may be intended for fE. T1, 
. "5 of 1 

thoſe who can have no ſenſe at all of it ; as/®' '? 


Crellius aſſerts in the caſe of Saul's ſons, 
2 Sam. 21. 8, 14. that the puniſhment 
was mainly intended for Saul, who was 
already dead. From theſe conceſlions of 
Crellius m this caſe, we may take no- 
tice, 1. That a remote conjunction mz2y 
be ſufficient for a tranſlation of penal:y, 
viz. from one Generation to another. 
2. That ſins may be truly ſaid to be pu- 
niſhed in others, when the offenders 
themſelves may eicape puniſhment, thus 
the ſins of Parents in their Children, and 
Princes in their SubjeAs.. 3. That an 
att of dominion in ſome may be de{ign- 


ed as a proper puniſhment to others. 


R 4 4. Thai 
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4. That the nature of puniſhment'is not: 
ro be meaſured by the ſenſe of it. Now up- 
on theſe conceſſions, though our Adver- 
ſaries will not grant, that Chrift was pro- 
perly punithed for our ſins, yet they can- 
nat deny but that we may very proper- 
ly be faid to be puniſhed for our fins in 
Chriſt, and if they will yield ns this, the 
other may te a ſlrife about words. For 
ſurely there may be eaſily imagined as 
great a conjunction betwee: Chriſt and 
us, as between the ſeveral Generations 
of the Jews, and that laſt which was 
puniſhed in the deſtruftion of Feruſalem: 
and though we eſcape that puniſhment 
which Chriſt did undergo, yet we might 
have our ſins puniſhed in him, as well as 
Princes theirs in their Subjeas, when 
they eſcape themſelves ; or rather as 
Subjects in an innocent Prince, who nay 
ſuffer for the faults of his people ; if it 
be ſaid, that theſe are atts of meer domi- 
niou as to ſuch a one, that nothing hin- 
ders but granting it, yet our ſins may 
be ſaid to be puniſhed in him ; as well 
as Parents fins are puniſhed properly in 
meer ads of dominion upon their Chul- 


dren; if it be ſaid, that can be no puniſh. 
'» 


ment where there is no ſenſe at all of it, 
that is fully taken off by Cre/ius ; for 
ſurely 
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ſurely we have' as great a ſenſe of the 
ſufferings of Chriſt, as the firſt Genera- 
tion'of the Fews had of the ſufferings of 
the laſt, before the fatal deſtruction of 
the City, or 25 Saul had of the punith- 
ment of his Sons after his death. So 
that from Cre/lius his own concelljons, 
we have proved, that our fins may very 
properly be ſaid to be puniſhed in Chriſt, 
although he will not ſay, that Chriſt 
could be properly puniſhed for our ſins ; 
nay he and the reſt of our Adverfaries 
not only deny it, but carneſflly contend, 
that it is very unjuſt to fuppoſle ir, and 
repugnant to the reQitude of God's na- 
ture to do it. 

IT. And ſo we come to conſider the _, ,.. 
mighty arguments that are inſiſted on arguments 
for the proof of this, which may be redu- propoun- 
ced to theſe three; viz. 1. That there ** 
can be no puniſhment but what is deſerved, 
but no man can deſerve that another ſhould 
be puniſhed. 2.. That puniſhment flows 
from revenge, but there can be no re- 
venge where there hath been no fault. 

J- That the puniſhment of one, cannot 
any ways be made the puniſhment of ano« 
: ther ; and in caſe it be ſuppoſed poſſible, 
of then thoſe in whoſe ſtead the other is pu- 
| «iſhed, muſt be aftually delivered upon the 


pay- 
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payment of that Debt which was owing ] 


fo God. 
1. That one man cannot deſerve anothers 


puniſhment, and therefore one cannot be 
puniſhed for another ; for there is nojuſt 
puniſhment, but what is deſerved. This 
being the main Argument inſiſted on by 
Crell;us, muſt be more carefully conft- 
dered ; but before an anſwer be made to 
It, it 1s neceſlary that a clear account be 
given in what ſenſe it is he underſtands 
it, which will be beſt done, by laying 
down his principles, as to the juſtice of 
puniſhments, in a more diſtin method 
than himſelf hath done ; which are theſe 
following : 1. That no perſon can be 
juſtly puniſhed, either for his own or ano- 
thers faults, but he that hath deſerved to 
be puniſhed by ſome fin of his own : 
For he ſtill aſſerts, © That the juſtice of 
* puniſhment ariſeth form a mans own 
* fault, though the actual puniſhment 
* may be from anothers : But he that is 
* puniſhed without reſpe& to his own 
<* guilt, is puniſhed undeſervedly ; and 
* he that is puniſhed undeſervedly, is pu- 
* niſhed unjuſtly. 2. That perſonal 
ouilt being ſuppoſed one mans fin may 
be the impulfrve cauſe of anothers punith- 


ment, but they cannot be the merztori- 
045. 
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ous. The difference between them he 
thus explains, © The cauſe, is that which 
« makes a thing to be; the impulſive, 
<* that which moves one to do a thing, 
* without any conlideration of right that 
* one hath to do it : Merit, is that which 
* makes a man worthy of a thing, ei- 
* ther good or bad, and fo gives a right 
«to it; if it be good, to himſelf; if 
© bad, to him at whoſe hands he hath 
« deſerved it. Now he tells us, that it is 
impoſſible, * That one mans ſins ſhould 
« make any other deſerve puniſhment, 
* but the perſon who committed them ; 
* but they may impel one topunith ano- 
* ther, and that juſtly, if the perſon hath 
© otherwiſe deſerved to be puniſhed, un- 
* juſtly if he hath not. The reaſon he 
gives of it is, © That the vitioſity of the 
* at, which is the proper cauſe of pu- 
* niſhment, cannot go beyond the per- 
<« ſon of the offender ; and therefore can 
* oblige none to puniſhment, but him 
* that hath committed the fault. And 
therefore he aſſerts, © That no man can 
* be juſtly puniſhed beyond the deſert 
* of his own ſins, but there may ſome- 
* times be a double impulſive cauſe of 
* that puniſhment ; viz, His own and 
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* they 
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* they might be juſtly puniſhed, the 0- 

* ther that they ſhould be aQtually : but 

* the latter, he ſaith, always ſuppoſeth 

* the former, as the foundation of juſt 

* puniſhment; ſo rhat no part of pu- 

* niſhment could be executed upon him, 

* wherein his own ſins were not ſuppo- 

* fed as the meritorious cauſe of it. 

Theſe are his two main principles which 

we muſt now throughly examine, the 

main force of his Book lying in them. 

But if we can prove, that it hath been 

generally received by the conſent of 

mankind, that a perſon may be puniſh- 

ed beyond the deſert of his own actions; 

if God hath juſtly puniſhed ſome for the 

ſins of others, and there be no injuſtice 

in one mans ſuffering by his own con- 

ſent for another, then theſe principles of 

Crellius will be found not ſo firm as ke 
imagines them. 

IV. 1. That it hath been generally 

Thata received by the conſent of mankind, that 

pars ng a perſon may be juſtly puniſhed beyond 

conſent the deſert of his own actions. For which 

may ve purpoſe Grotius objefted againſt Socinus 

beyond ( who appealed to the confent of Nations, 

the deſert about one being puniſhed for anothers 

aQions. fault) © That the Heathens did agree, 

GrotdeSa-* that Children might be puniſhed for 

FISP. C. 4. | 7 their 
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their Parents faults, and people for 
their Princes, and that corporal pu- 
niſhment might be born 'by one for 


another, did appear by the Per/tans 


puniſhing the whole family for the 
fault of one. The Macedonrans the 
near kindred in the caſe of Treaſon ; 
ſome Cities of Greece, deſtroying the 
Children of Tyrants together 'with 
them; in all which, the meer con- 


«c junRion Was \uppoſed a {ufficient 
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reaſon without conſent : but in caſe 
of conſent, he ſaith, They all a- 
greed in the Jullice of ſome” being 
puniſhed for the faults of others. 
Thence the right of killing hoſtages 
among the moſt civilized nations ; 
and of ſureties being puniſhed in Ca- 
pital matters, if the guilty appear nor, 
who were thence called 2r/iJuyu, who 
were bound to anſwer body for body. 


In which caſes, the puniſhment did ex- 
tend beyond the deſert of the perſon who 
ſuffered it ; for no other reaſon is aſlign- 
ed of theſe ſufferings, beſides the con- 
junion of the perſon, or his conſent ; 
but no antecedent guilt is ſuppoſed as 


\neceſſary, to make the puniſhment juſt. 


We are now to conſider what Crellzus 
doth anſiyer to this; x. As to their ac- 


knowledgments 
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knowledgments of God's puniſhing Chil- 
dren for their Parents faults, he gives the 
{ame anſwer which he doth to the exam- 
ples recorded in Scripture to that purpoſe, 
That either they were puniſhed for the fins 
of others, but their own ſins deſerved the 
puniſhment ; or that the Parents were pu- 
niſhed in the Childres, but the Children 
were not properly puniſhed. 2, As to pu- 
niſhments among men, he anſwers two 
things ; 1. That ſuch perſons were truly 
* puniſhed, but not juſtly : for he ac- 
* knowledges, Thar in ſuch a caſe it is 
* a proper puniſhment, and that it is 
&© enough in order to that, that any fault 
* be charged upon a perſon, whether 
* his own or anothers, whether true or 
* falſe,on the account of which he is ſup- 
* poſed worthy to be puniſhed : And 
* that ſuch a conjunction is ſufficient 
* for cruel, angry, or imprudent men; 
for where ever there is a place, ſaith 
** he, for anger, there is likewiſe for pu- 
* niſhment. So that he confeſleth, 
there may be a true puniſhment, and that 
which anſwers all the reaſon and ends of 
puniſhment aſſigned by him where there 
is o deſert at all of it in the perſon who 
undergoes it. But then he adds, that this 
is an wjuſt puniſhment, to which I = Y, 

| That 
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That then the reaion of puniſhment 
aligned by Crellias before is inſufficient ; 
for if this anſwers all the ends of punith- 
meats aſligned by him, and yet be unjuſt, 
then it neceſſarily follows, that- thoſe 
ends of puniſhment are conſiſtent with 
the greateſt injuſtice. For he before made 
puniſhment to have a natural reſpe& to 
anger, and: makes the ordinary end of 
puniſhment to be a ſatisfaQion of the de- 
ſire of revenge in men, yet now grants, 
that theſe may be in an unjuſt puniſh- 
ment. Neither can it be ſaid, that he 
conſidered puniſhment only naturally, and 
not morally ; tor he tells us, that this zs 
the nature of divine puniſhments, which 
are therefore juſt, becauſe deſigned for 
theſe ends ; but in caſe there be no ſup- 
poſal of a fault ar all, then he denies 
that it is a puniſhment, but only an 
atllition, and an exerciſe of dominion. 
So that according to him, where-ever 
there is a proper puniſhment, 1t muſt be 
juſt, when-ever God doth puniſh men : 
and the only difference between God 
and man ſuppoſable in this caſe is, that 
we have aſſurance God will never uſe his 
dominion unjuſtly ; but that men do ſo 
when they make one to ſufier for anothers 
fault, notwithſtanding a conſent and con- 

junction 
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junction between the man that commit- 
ted the: faulr, and the perſon that ſuffers 
for him. ' But this is begging the thing 
in queſtion; for we are'-debating, whe- 
ther/it be an unlawfull exerciſe of power 
or 0? for we have this ipreſumption, 
that it is not; unlawfull, becauſe it may 
anſwer all the ends of puniſhments, ' and 
what way can we better judge, whether 
a puniſhment be juſt or no, than by 
that ? | 
V. But we are to conſider, that we 
do not here take the perſon we ſpeak of, 
abſtratly as an innocent perſoy, tor then 
there is no queſtion, but anger and pu- 
niſhment of one as ſuch is unjuſt ; but of 
an innocent perſon as ſuppoſed under an 
obligation by his own conſent to ſuffer 
for another. And in this caſe we aſlerr, 
ſince according to Crellius the natural 
and proper ends of puniſhments may be 
obtained, and the conſent of the perſon 
takes away the wrong doneto him in the 
matter of his ſufferings, ſo far as he hath 
power over himſelf, that ſuch a puniſh- 
ment is not unjuſt. For if it be, it mult 
{uppoſe fome 7»jury to be done 5 but 
in this caſe let them aſſign where the in- 
jury lies; it cannot be to the pub/ick, it 
theends of puniſhments may be cry 
y 
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by ſuch a ſuffering of one for another 
by a valid conſent of the ſuffering party, 
it cannot be to the perſor in whoſe room 
the other ſuffers, tor what injury is that 
to eſcape puniſhment by annthers ſuſfer- 
ing ; it cannot be to the ſuffering perſon, 
ſuppoſing that ro be true, which the | 
Heathens ſtill ſuppoſed, oz. that every erect 
man had a power over his own life. If punire e? 
it be ſaid ſtill, that the unjuſtice lies in 77% 24 

: . nire. Crell. 
this ; that ſuch a one ſuffers undeſervedly, z. +40. 
and therefore unjuſtly. 1 anſwer; if be 
meant by «ndeſervedly without ſufficient 
tauſe or reaſon of puniſhment, then we 
deny that ſuch a one doth ſuffer andeſer- 
vedly. Immerits in the Greet Gloſſes is 
rendred by *AXZw:, and Merito by ciu- 
1»; and 62a, and in Cicero, jure & 
merito are moſt commonly joyned toge- 
ther. So that where there 1s a right to ; 
puniſh, and ſufficient reaſon for it, ſuch 
a one doth not ſuffer immerito, i. e. uns 
deſervedly. If it be ſaid, that ſuch a one 
is not dignus pena, that implies no more 
than the other, for dignus, or as the 
Ancients writ it dicaus, comes from the 
Greek 31w jus, as Voſſius tells us, at dig- 
nus fit cut tribui aliquid equumeſt : (othat 
where there is an equity in the thing, 
there 15 a dignity in the perſon, or he | 

L may 
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may be ſaid to be worthy to undergo it. 
But doth not this lay open the greateſt in- 
pocency to as great a deſert of ſufferings, as 
the higheſt guilt > By no means. For we 
make a lyableneſs to puniſhment, the 
natural conſequent of guilt : and he that 
hath committed a fault, cannot but de- 
ſerve to be puniſhed, ſo that no ſuffer- 
ings of others can take away the natural 
conſequence of a bad action, which is a 
deſert of puniſhment ; So that as we ſay, 
a wicked action cannot but deſerve to be 
puniſhed, 7z. e. there is an agreeableneſs 
in reaſon and nature, that he who hath 
done ill, ſhould ſuffer ill ; fo we ſay like- 
wiſe there is neceſlity in nature and rea- 
ſon, that he that hath thus delerved it, 
mult unavoidably ſuffer it. And on the 
other ſide, we ſay, wo man by his inno- 
cency can deſerve to be puniſhed, i. e. no 
man's innocency makes him by vertue 
of that obnoxious to puniſhment ; but 
vet we add, that notwith/tanding his inno- 
cency, the circumſtances may be ſuch 
that he may be j#/ty puniſhed, and in 
that ſenſe. deſervedly. So that the Que- 
ſtion is ſtrangely miſtaken, when ir 1s 
thus put, Whether an innocent perſon con- 
{idered as ſuch, may be juſtly puniſhed ; 
for no one aſſerts that, or is bound todo 
it; 
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it ; but the: true - queſtion 1s, avhether a 
perſon notwithſtanding his 'innocency may 
not by ſomes aft of his own will oblige him- 
ſelf to undergo” that puniſhment which 0- 
therwiſe he. did © not deſerve? which P#- 
niſhment, in that caſe is juſt and agreeable 
to reaſon ; And this 1s that which we 
aſſert and plead for. So that innocency 
here is not conſidered any other ways, 
than whether that alone makes it an un- 
lawfull puniſhment, whictt - otherwiſe 
would be lawfull, z. e. whether the Ma- 
giſtrate in ſuch caſes, where ſubſtitution 
is admittable by the Laws of Nations ( as 
in the caſes we-are now upon ) be bound 
to regard any more than that the obliga- 
tion to puniſhment now lies upon the 
perſon, who by his own act hath ſub- 
ſtituted himſelf -in the 'others room ; 
and if he proceeds upon this, his ation 
is juſtityable and agreeable to reaſon. If 
it be ſaid, that the ſubſtitution is unjuſt, 
unleſs the ſubſtituted perſon hath before- 
haud deſerved to bs puniſhed; it is eaſily 
anſwered, that'tiis makes not the matter 
at all clearer ; for- either the' perſon is 
puniſhed for the former fault, and then 
there is no ſubſtiration ;' or '1f he be pu- 
nuhed by way of ſubſtitation'; ' then! 
there is no regard at all had'#6his for- 

L 2 mer 
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mer fault, and 1o:it is all one as it he 

were perfectly innocent... 
The in-. - VI. And. by this Crellins his anſwer 
—_ to the inſtances both: in: Scripture and 
conlider- ellewhere concerning Childrens being 
_ puniſhed for their Parents faults, will 
appear to be. inſufficient, - viz. That 
* Gcd doth never puniſh them for their 
* Parents faults beyond the deſert of 
* their own ſins, and therefore no argu- 
ment can be drawn from thence, that 
God may puniſh an innocent perſon 
for the ſins of others, becauſe he hath 
puniſhed fome for what 'they were 
innocent :--- For the force of the ar- 
cument doth not lie in the. ſuppoſition 
of their innocency, as to the ground of 
puniſhment in general, for we do not 
deny, but that they may deſerve to be 
puniſhed: for their own faults: bur the 
argument lies 1a this, whether their own 
guilt were:then conſidered as the reaſon 
ot. puniſhment, when God did puniſh 
$hem for their fatherg faults ? And whe- 
ther, they by their own. ſins did deſerve 
to. be puniſhed not-only-with the pu- 
.niſhment due to their own miſcarriages, 
-but.with the. puniſhment due to their ta- 
thers to02 If not, then ſome perſons arc 
juſtly puniſhed, who have not deſerved 


that 
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that puniſhment thev- undergo ; if they 
did deſerved it, then one-.perſon-may de- 
ſerve to be puniſhed for anothers ſins. 
If it be ſaid, as it is by Crellius, that dis 
own fins make him capable of puniſhment, 
and God by occafion of others fins doth ex- 
ecute that puniſhment, which he might not 
have done for his own. | an(wer, we are 
not enquiring into the bare capacity of 
puniſhing, but . into the reaſon of it : 
was the reaſon of puniſhment his own 
or his fathers ſins 2? If his own, then he 
was puniſhed only for his own fins 2 if 
his fathers then the puniſhment may be 
juit which is inflicted without conſidera- 
tion of proper deſert of it ; for no man 
(fay they ) can deſerve to be puniſhed, 
but for bis own ſins. Butit's ſaid, that 
the fins of Fathers are only an impulſive 
cauſe for God to puniſh the Children accor- 
ding to the deſert of their ewn ſins which 
he might otherwiſe have forL:rn to puniſh. 
Then, the fins of the Fathers are no ze 
ſon why the Children ſhould be punithed ; 
but their own fins are the reaſon, and 
their Fathers the hare occa/ton of being 
puniſhed for them. But in Scripture, 
the reaſon of puniſhment is drawn from 
the Fathers ftus, and not from the Chi/- 
drens: For then the words would have 

2 run 
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run thus, if the Children fin, and deſerve 
puniſhment" by their own” iniquities, then 
I will take oceafton from their Fathers fins, 

ro wifit their own iniquities upon them 
Whereas the words referr tothe Fathers 
fins as the reaſon of the Childreys puniſh- 

ment. '$0'in the words of the Law, 
wherein the reaſon of puniſhment ought 

to be moſt expreſly aſſigned, it is nor, 
I will certainly puniſh the Children, if 
they 'continue in' the Tdohatry of their 
Exod.20.3. Fathers; but, 7 will viſit the fins of the 
Fathers apbn the C hildren, unto the third 
and fourth” Generation of them that hate 
me . If it were only becauſe of imitation 
of the Fathers ſins by the Children, there 
could be no+reaſon forthe limitation 
to the third and fourth Generation ; for 
then the reaſon of puniſhment would be 
as long as the 7mitation continved, whe- 

ther to rhe fourth or tenth Generation : 
Alph.s ca- And as Alphonſus a Caſtro obſerves, © If 
/onngs.ny * the reaſon of puniſhment wete the 
»it. l.2. c. © imitation of their Fathers ſins, then 
". «* the Children' were not puniſhed for 
« their Fathers -fins, but for their own ; 
« for that imitation was a fin of their 

« own, and not of their Fathers. Beſides, 
if the proper reaſon of puniſhment were 
the fins of the Children, and the Fathers 
ſins 
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ſins only the occaſion of it, then where 

it is mentioned that Children are puniſh- 

ed for their Parents fins, the Childrens 

fias ſhould have been particularly ex- 
preſſed, as the proper caſe of the puniſh- 

ment : But no other reaſon is aſſigned in 

the Law, but the fins of the Fathers, no 

other cauſe mentioned of Canaar's puniſh» Geng. 25. 
ment, but his Father's ſin ; nor of the. 
puniſhment of the people in David's ,5,, 4, 
time, but his own fin; Lo, 7 have fin- 17. 
ned, and I have done wickedly, but theſe 

ſheep, what have they done 2 Which is no 
hyperbolical expreſſion, but the aſſign» 

ing the proper cauſe of that judgment to 

have been his own fix, as the whole Chap- 

ter declares: Nor, of the hanging up of :Sam.2i.5. 
Saul's ſons by the Gibeonites, but, that 

Saul their Father had plotted their de- 
ſtrution. And in an inſtance more re- 
markable than any of thoſe which Crel//;us 
anſwers; wiz. the puniſhment of the 

people of Judah, tor the ſins of Manaſſes 

in the time of Joftas ; when a through 
Reformation was deſigned among them, 

the Prince being very good, and all rhe 

places of Idolatry deſtroyed, fuch a Pall- 

over kept as had not been kept betore in 

the time of any King in 7ſrael, yet it 


then follows, Notwithſtanding the Lord 
| 3 4 turned 
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. 2Kin8323- puryed not from the fierceneſs of his great 


wrath, wherewith his anger was kindled 
azainſt Fudah, becauſe of all the provecati- 
ons wherewith Manaſſes had provoked him 
withal, Who can ſay here, that tlrs ſins 
of Manaſſeh were only the ocgafion of 
Go4 puniſhing the people in the time of 
7ofras for their own ſins, when their fins 
were much leſs in rhe time of Jofras, 
than in any time mentioned before, at- 
ter their lapſe into /dolatry? Nay, it is 
expreſly ſaid, That Joſiah took away all 
the abominatious out of all the countries 
that pertained to the Children of (rac, 
and made all that were preſent in [\rael 
to ſerve, even to ſerve the Lord their 
God. Hind all his days they departed not 
from following the Lord God of their Fa- 
thers : To ſay, that this was done in hy- 
pocrifie, and bare outward compliance, 
is to ſpeak without book ; and if the rea- 
ſon of ſo ſevere puniſhments had been 
their hypocrilie, that ought to have 
been mentioned ; but not only here, 
but afterwards it 1s ſaid, that the reaſon 
of God's deſtroying Judah, was for the 
fins of Manaſſeh ; wiz. his Idolatries and 
Murther, which it is ſaid, the Lord will 
not pardon. Andit he would not pardon, 
then he did puniſh for thoſe ſins, not 
| | | barely 
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barely as the occaſion, but as the merzto- 
rious cauſe of that puniſhment. What 
ſhall we ſay then 2 Did the people in Jo- 
frab's time, deſerve to be puniſhed for 
the ſins of Manafſeh, Grandfather to Jo- 
flah? Or was God 1o highly provoked 
with thoſe ſins, that although he did 
not puniſh Manaſſeh himſelt upon his re- 
pentance,. yet he would let the world 
ſee, how much he abhorred them, by 
puniſhing thoſe fins upon the people at- 
terwards; although according to the 
uſual proportion of ſins puniſhments, 
the fins of the people in that age did 
not exceed the ſins of other ages, as 
much as the puniſhments they tuffered, 
did exceed the puniſhments of other ages: 
which is neceſlary according to Crell/ius 
his Doctrine; for if God never puniſheth 
by occaſion of their Fathers fins, the 
Children beyond the deſert of ii;cir own 
frns ; then it is neceſſary, that wherc judg- 
ments are remarkably greater, the fins 
muſt be ſo too; the contrary to which is 
plain in this inſtance. By which we lee, 


that it is not contrary to the Juſtice of 


God in puniſhing, to make the punith- 
ment of ſome on the account of others 
ſins, to exceed the deſert of their own ; 
meaſuring that deſert, not in a way com- 

mon 
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plained. 
Ezek. 18. 
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mon to all fin, but when the deſere, 
of ſome ſins is compared with the de- 
{ert of others : For it is of this latter we 
ſpeak of, and of the method which God 
uſeth in puniſhing ſin here, for the de- 
monſtration of his hatred of it, accor- 
ding to which the greateſt puniſhments 
muſt ſuppoſe the greateſt ſins, either 
of their own, or others which they ſut- 
fer for. 

VII. But hath not God declared, That 
he will never puniſh the Children for the 
Fathers fins for the ſoul that finneth it 
ſhall die; the ſon ſhall not bear the ini- 
quity of the Father, &c. To which I 
anſwer, Theſe words are to be conſider- 
ed, as an anſwer to a complaint made 
by the Fews, ſoon after their going into 
Captivity, which they imputed to God's 
ſeverity in puniſhing them for their Fa- 
thers ſins. Now the complaint was 
either true or falſe; if it were true, 
then though this was looked upon as 
great ſeverity in God, yer it was no 
injuſtice in him; for though God may 
att ſeverely, he cannot a& unjuſtly : 
Tf it was falſe, then the anſwer had 
been an abſolute denial of it, as a 
thing repugnant to the Juſtice of God. 


Which we do not find here, but -that 
God 
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God faith unto them, v. 3. Te ſhall not 
have occaſion any more to uſe this Pro- 
verb in Ifracl: if the thing had been 
plainly unjuſt, which they complained 
of, he would have told them, they ne- 
ver had occafion to uſe it. But we find 
the Prophets telling them before hand, 
that they ſhould ſuffer for their Father's 
ſins, Jerem. 15. 3,4. where he threatens 
them with deſtruQtion and banithmenr, 
becauſe of the fins of Manaſſeh in Feruſa- 
lem; and in the beginning of the capti- 
vity they complain of this, Lam. 5. 7. 
Our Fathers have finned, and are not, and 
we have born their iniquities. And Jerem. 
31. 28. God faith by the Prophet, that 
he had watched over them to pluck up, and 
to pull down, and to deftroy, and to afflif : 
but that he would watch ever them to build, 
and to plant,and in thoſe days they ſhall ſay 


A 


no more,the Fathers have eaten ſowre g1 apes, Jer. 31.29, 
and the Childrens teeth are ſet on edge; but 39: 


every one ſhall die for his own intquity. 
Which place is exactly paralle} with this 
in Ezetzel, and gives us a clear account 
of it, which is, that now indeed God 
had dealt very ſeverely with them, by 
making them ſuffer beyond what in the 
ordinary courſe of his providence their 
ſins had deſerved ; but he puniſhed them 

not 
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not only for their own ſins, but the ſins 
of their Fathers : But leſt they ſhould 
think, they thould be utterly conſumed 
for their iniquities, and be no longer a 
people enjoying the Land which God had 
promiſed them, he tells them by the Pro- 
phets, though they had ſmarted ſo much, 
by reaſon of their Fathers ſins, this e- 
verity ſhould not always continue upon 
them ; but that God would viſit them 
with his kindneſs again, and would plant 
them in their own Land, then they 
ſhould ſee no reaſon to continue this 
Proverb among them, for they would 
then find, Though their Fathers had eaten 
ſowre grapes, their teeth ſhould notbe always 
ſet on edge with it, And if we obſerve 
it, the occaſion of the Proverb, was con- 
cerning the Land of Iſrael, ?8U) naW87y 
ſupra terra Iſrael, as the Chaldee Para- 
phraſt renders it more agreeable to the He- 
brew, than the other Verſions do. So that 
the Land of Tſrael was the occaſion of 
the Proverb, by their being baniſhed out 
of it for their Fathers ſins . Now God 
tells them, they ſhould have no more 
occaſion to uſe this Proverb concerning 
the Land of Iſrael; for they, notwith- 
ſtanding their Fathers ſins, ſhould return 


intotheir own Land. And even during 
: the 
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the continuance of their captivity, they 
ſhould not undergo ſuch great ſeverities 
for the future, but they ſhovld find their 
condition much more tolerable than they 
imagined ; only, if any were guilty of 
greater fins than others, they ſhould 
themſelves ſuffer for their own faults, but 
he would not puniſh the wlole Nation 
for them, or their own poſterity. This 
I take to be the genuine meaning of this 
p'ace ; and I the rather embrace it, be- 
cauſe I find ſuch inſuperable difficulties 
in other Interpretations that aregiven of 
it: For to ſay as our Adverſaries do, 
That what God ſaith, ſhould not be for the 
future, was repugnant to his nature and ju- 
ſtice ever to do, is to charge God plain- 
ly with injuſtice in what he had done : 
For the Prophets told them they ſhould 
{uffer for the ſins of their Fathers : Which 
ſufferings were the ground of their com- 
plaint now, and the anſwer here given 
mult relate to the occaſion of the com- 
plaint ; for God faith, They ſhould not 
have occaſion to uſe that Proverb : Where- 
in is implyed, they ſhould not have the 
lame reaſon to complain which they had 
then. I demand then, Do not theſe words 
imply, That God would not do for the 
future with them, what he had done be- 

X tore ; 
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fore; if not, the proper anſwer had been 
a plain denial, and not a promiſe for the 
future he would not; if they do, then 
either God properly puniſhed them for 
the ſins of their Fathers, and then God 
mult be «juſt in doing ſo, or it was juſt 
with God to doit, and fo this place in- 
ſtead of overthrowing will prove, that 
ſome may be juſtly puniſhed, beyond 
the deſert of their own fins : or elfe, God 
did only take occafion by their Fathers fins, 
to puniſh them according to the deſert of 
their own iniquities : But when they had 
no cauſe to complain, that they were pu- 
niſhed for any more than their own ini- 
quities ; and withal, then God doth ob- 
lige himſelf by his promiſe here, never 
to puniſh. men for the futnre by the occa- 


fon of others fins : which is not only con- 


trary to their own Doctrine, but to what 
is plainly ſzen afterwards in the punith- 
ment of the Jews for their Fathers fins, 
meationed by our Savzour after this : 
And it this be a certain rule of equity 
which God here ſaith, that he would ne- 
ver vary from, then the puniſhing of 
{ome on the occaſion of others 1ins, 
would be as unjuſt, as our Adverſaries 
ſuppoſe the puniſhing any beyond the 
delertof- their own fins to be, But 7s not 

implyed, 
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plyed, that Gods ways would be unequal, Exek. 18. 
if he ever did otherwiſe than he there ſaid ** 
he would do 2 No, it 1s not, if by equal he 
meant juſt, for his ways never were, or 
can be ſo unequal ; but here if it be taken 
with a reſpect to the main diſpute of the 
Chapter, no more is implied in ther, 
but that they judged amiſs concerning 
God's actions, and that they were j»/#, 
when they thought them not to be ſo: 
or if at leaſt, they thought his ways ve- 
ry ſevere, though juſt, God by remit- 
ting of this ſeverity, would ſhew that he 
was not only j«/t, but kind ; and ſo they 
would find his ways equal,that is, always 
agreeable to themſelves, and ending in 
kindneſs to them, though they hitherto 
were ſo ſevere towards them in their ba- 
niſhment and captivity. Or if they be 
taken with a reſpet to the immediate 
occaſion of them both, Fzek. 18.—33. 
They do not relate to this diſpute about 
Childrens ſuffering for their Fathers ſins ; —_ ” 
but to another, which was concerning 
a righteous mans ſinning and dying in 
his ſins, and a wicked mans repenting, 
and living in his righteouſneſs; which. 
were directly contrary to the common 
opinion of the Fews to this day, which 
is, that God will judge men according 
to 


160 | Of the Sufferings 


to the greateſt number of their ations 

good or bad : as appezrs by 'Matmonides 

and others. Now they thought it a ve- 

ry hard caſe, for a man who had teen 

righteous the far greateſt part of his time, 

it he didat laſt commit iniquity,thar his 

former righteouſneſs ſhould fignifie no- 

thing, bur he. muſt die in his iniquity. 

To this therefore God anſwers, that it 

was only the inequality of their own 

ways, which made them think God's 

ways in doing ſo unequal. This then 

doth not make it unequal, for God ei- 

ther to puniſh men, upon the occaſion, 

or by the deſert of other mens fins, ſup- 

poſing ſuch a conjunction between them, 

| as there is in the ſame body of people, 

to thoſe who went before them. And 

Crel. c. 4. Crellius himfelt grants, © That Sociuus 

ſea. 15. « never intended to prove, that one mans 

The deli- © ſuffering for anothers ſins was unjuſt in 

tro made it ſelf, from this place: no, not though 

guilty ,, a k 

by the ſuf- © we take it in the firicteſt ſenſe, for one 
terings of © ſuffering in the ſtead of another. 

cent per- VII. Having thus far declared, how far 

fon by his it is agreeable to God's Juſtice, ro puniſh 

ſent.mates any perſons either by reaſon of his dom's 

not the nijon, or the conjunction of nerſons, for 

_ the ſins of others, and conſequently whe- 

unjuſt, ther any puniſhment may be ——_—_ 

Juite 
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juſtly beyond the proper deſert of their 


own ſins, I now return to the conſent of 
Mankind in it, on fuppoſitian either of a 
near conjun@ion, or a valid: conſent 
which muſt make up the want of domi- 
nion in men without it. And the que- 
ſtion ſtill proceeds upon the ſuppoſition 
of thoſe things, that there'be a proper 
dominion in men over that which they 
part with for others ſakes, and that they 
do it by their free conſent; and then we 
juſtifie it not to be repugnant to the 
principles of Reaſon and Juſtice, for any 
to ſuffer beyond the deſert of their own 
ations. And Crell/zus his ſaying, that 
ſuch a puniſhment is true puniſhment, 
but not juſt; is no anſwer at all to the 
conſent of Nations that it is ſo. And 
therefore finding this anſwer inſufficient ; 
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he relies upon another, v/z. © That it c,.y - 
« was never received by the conſent of /*-+.35 3, 


« Nations, that one man ſhould ſuffer in ** 


* the ſtead of another, ſo as the guilty 
* thould be freed by the others fuftering. 
* For, be ſaith, neither Socinus nor he 
* do deny that one man may be pugilh- 
* ed for anothers fins ; but thar which 
* they deny 1s, that ever the innocent 
* were puniſhed fo as the guilty were 
* freed by it ; and ſo he anſwers, in the 
” cals 


- 
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© niſhment did neverexcuſe the offenders 
« themſelves. And to this purpoſe he /aith, 
«* Socinus his argument..doth hold good, 
<« that tho' one mans money may became 
< anothers; yet one mans ſufferings can- 
© not become anothers: For. ſazth he, if it 
« could, then-it would be all one who ſuf 
< fered,as it is who pays the 'money due : 
« And then theoffender muſt be preſent- 
< Iy releaſed; as the Debtor is: upon pay- 
© ment ofthe debt. This is the ſubſtance 
of what is ſaid by him upon this Argu- 
ment. To which I reply ; x. That this 
gives up the matter in diſpute at preſcat 
between us; for the preſent queſtion is, 
Whether it be unjuſt for any one to ſuffer 
beyond the deſert of his own actions ? 7es, 
faith Crellius, it is, in caſeihe ſuffers ſo, a 
that the guilty be freed by his ſufferings. But 
we are not enquiring, Whether it be juſt 
for another perſon to be freed for a mans 
ſuffering for him? but whether it be juſt 
for that man to ſuffer by his own conſent, 
more than hs own ations, without that 
conſent, deſerved 2 The releaſe of another 
perſon by vertue of his ſufferings, is a 
matter of another conſideration. Doth 
the freeing'/or not freeing of another by 
ſuffering, add any thing to the deſert of 

ſuftering ? 
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ſuffering 2 He. that being wholly inno- 
cent, and-doth ſuffer on the account of 
aRothers fault, doth he not ſuffer as a#- 
deſervedly, though another be not freed, 
as.if. he. were? As in the caſe of ZFoſta- 
ges or Sureties,. doth it make them at 
all the more guilty, becauſe the perſons 
they are concerned for, will be puniſhed 
notwithſtanding, it they come under the 
power of thoſe who exacted the punith- 
ment upon them, who ſuffered for them ? 
Nay, is not their deſert. of puniſhment 
ſo much the leſs, in as much as the guil- 
ty are ſtill bound toanſwer for their own 
oftences 2 If we could ſuppoſe the guil- 
ty to be freed by the others ſufferings, 
it would be by ſuppoſing their guilt 
more fully tranſlated upon thoſe who 
ſuffer, and conſequently, a greater obli- 
gation to puniſhmen: following that guilr. 
From whence it toljows , that if it be 
juſt ro puniſh, wh<n the perfon is not 
delivered from whom the other ſuffers, 
it is more juſt when he is ; for the tran- 
{lation of the penalty is much lels in the 
former caſe, than in the latter ; and what 
is juſt upon lels grounds of puniſhmenr, 
muſt be more jult upon greater. I look 
on this therefore but as a ihitt of Cre/lj- 
s, hoping thereby to avoid rhe conſent 
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of mankind in one mans ſuffering for 
another, without attending to the main 
argument he was upon ; viz. The juſtice 
of one perſon ſuffering for another. 2. [t 
is a very unreaſonable rhipg; to makean 
ation unjuſt for that, which of it felf 
is acknowledged by our Adverſaries to 
be very juſt; viz. The pardoning the 
offenders themſelves. IF it were jult to 
{ufter, if the other were not pardoned, 
and it were juſt to pardon, whether the 
other were puniſhed or no, how comes 
this ſuffering to be unjuſt, meerly by the 
others being pardoned by it : nay, 1s 1t 
not rather an Argument, that thoſe ſut- 
ferings are the moſt juſt, which do fo 
ſully an{wer all the ends of puniſhments; 
that there is then no neceſſity that the 
offender thould ſuffer ; but that the Su- 
preme Governour having obtained the 
ends of Government, by the ſuffering of 
one for the reſt, declares himſelf ſo well 
pleaſed with it, that he 15 willing to par- 
don the offenders themſelves. 3. Many 
of thoſe perſons who have had their ſins 
puniſhed in others, have themſelves eſcap- 
ed the puniſhment due ro the deſert of 
their fins: As 1s plain in the caſe of 4- 
vab, whoſe puniſhment was not ſo great 
23S his fins deſerved, becauſe the full pu- 

| niſhmen! 
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piſhment of. them was reſerved to his 


.poſterity. If it be faid, as it is by Crel- 
lius, That Ahab was not wholly freed, his Cre%.«. 4. 
life being taken away, for his own ſins-:*| ging 
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Thar gives no ſufficient anſwer ; for if 19. 


ſome part of the puniſhment was defer- 


red, that! part he was delivered from ; 


and the ſame reaſon in thiscaie will hold 


for the whole as the part. As 1s plain 


in the cale of Manaſſeh, and ſeveral 0- 
thers, the gu:lt of whole fins were pu- 
niſhed on their poſterity, themſelves e- 
ſcaping it. 4: Our Adverſaries confels,that 
in ſome caſes it is lawful and juſt tor ſome 
to ſuffer, with a deſign that others may 
be freed by their ſuffering. for them. 
Thus they aſſert, That one Chriſtian, not 
only may, but ought to lay down his life for 
another, if there be any danger of his de- 
nying the truth, or he judges him far more 
uſeful and confiderable thas himſelf : jo 
likewiſe a ſou for his Father , one Brother 
or another, or a Friend, or any , whoſe 


Now I ask, whether a man can be bound 
to athing that is iz its own nature unjuſt 2 
if not, as it is plain he cannor, then 
ſuch an obligation of one man to ſufter 
for the delivery of another cannot be 


unjuſt, and conſequently the ſuffering, it 
M 3 felt 


. . Cre | 
life he thinks more uſeful than his own. [.5. + y 
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ſelf cannot be ſo. But Cre/ias faith, 
The injuſtice #n-this caſe lies wholly upon 
the Magiſtrate 'who admits it : but I ask, 
wherefore is it unjuſt in the Mapiſtrate 
to admit it ? 15 it becauſe the thing is in 
it ſelf unjuſt? 'if ſo, there can be no ob- 
ligation to do it ; and it would be-as great 
a fin toundergo-it,as in the Magiſtrate to 
permit it;- but if it be juſt in it” ſelf, we 
have obtained what we contend for ; viz. 
that it may' be juſt for a miag''to ſuffer 
beyond the deſert of his own'aQions; for 
he that lays down his life for his Brethren, 
doth not deſerve by his owna@ions that 
very - puniſhment which 'he undergoes. 
And if the-thing be in ir-ſelf juſt, how 
comes it tobe unjuſt in him that permits 
it? 5. The reaſon why among -men the 
offenders themſelves are'puniſhed, is be- 
cauſe thoſe were not the terms, upon 
which the perſons ſuffered. For if they 
had ſuffered upon theſe terms that the 
other might be freed, and their ſuffering 
was admitted of by the Magiſtrate on 
that conſideration, then in all reaſon and 
juſtice the oftenders ought to be freed on 
the account of -the others ſuffering for 
them. Burt among men the chief reaſon 
of the obligation to puniſhment of one 
man lor another, 1s nor, that the other 

_ might 


of CHRIST. 


might be freed, but that there may be 
ſecurity given £0, the publick, that the 
offenders ſhall be puniſhed :, and the rea- 
ſon of the Sureties ſuffering is not to de- 
liver the offender; but to ſarisfie the Law, 
by declaring. that; all care 1s; taken} that 
the offender. ſhould:be puniſhed, when in 


© cale of eſcape, the;Surety ſuffers for him. 


But' it,js quite another, thing when the 
per{on ſuffers purpoſely thatiothers might 
be. freed by his ſuffering , for then- in 
caſe the ſufferipg be admuted, the re- 
lkaſe of the other. is.not only.not-unjuſt, 
but becomes due.tp him that ſuffered, on 
his own terms; - Not as though it follow- 
ed ipſe fatto: as Crellius fanfies, but the 
manner of releaſe -doth depend upon the 
terms which he who ſuffered . for them, 
ſhall make in order to:it. For upon this 
ſuffering of one for. another, ypon ſuch 
terms, the immediate conſequent of the 
ſuffering is not the afual diſcharge:but 
the right to it which he hath purchaſed; 
and which he may diſpenſe upon what 
terms he ſhall judge moſt for his honour. 
6. Although one perſons ſufferings can- 
not become anothers ſo as one mans Mo- 
ney may ; yet one mans ſufferings may be 
a {ufficient conſideration on which a be- 
nefit may accrue to another. For to 

M 4 that 
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that end a Donation, or ſuch a transfer» 
ing right from one toanother as is-jn 
Money, is not neceſſary, but the accep- 
ration which it hath from him who hath 
the power to-pardon. If he declare that 
he is fo well pleaſed with the ſufferings 
of one for another, 'that-in conſideration: 
of them, he will pardon thoſe from whom 
he ſuffered ; where lies the impoſlibility 
or unreaſonablenefs - of: the thing ? For 
Crellins grants, that rewards may be given 
to others than the perſons who did the adli- 
ons in conſideration of thoſe ations ; and 
why may not the ſufferings of one for 
others, being pirpoſely undertaken for 
this end, be available for the pardon of 
thoſe whom he ſuffered ſor? For a man 
can no more transfer the right of his 
good: -aQtions , than 'of his ſufferings. 
From all-which it follows,that one perſon 
may by his own conſent, and being ad- 
mitted thereto by him to whom the right 
of puniſhing betongs,ſuffer juſtly ;though 
it be beyond the deſert of his own aCti- 
ons ; and the guilty may be pardoned on 
the acconnt of his ſufferings. Which 
was the firſt thing we deſigned to prove 
from Crel/;as, in order to the overthrow- 
ing his own hypothe/is. For it being con- 
feiled by him that ſuch ſufferings _ 
a 
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all that belongs to the nature of puniſh- 
ments,and ſince God hath juſtly puniſhed 
ſome for the-fins which they have not 
committed ; ſince all Nations have al- 
lowed it juſt for one man by his own' 
- conſent tro ſufferifor another ;'*ſince it 
cannot be unjuſt for the offender to 'be 
releaſed by anothers ſufferings; if he 
were admitted-to ſufter for": that end; it 
evidently follows, contrary. to Cre/ius 
his main Principle, - that a perſon may be 
juftly puniſhed beyond the deſert of his own 
ations : And ſo that firſt argument of 
Cre/lins cannot hold, that.-one- mar can- 
not by his own conſent ſuffer for another, be- 
taiſe no man can deſerve anthers puniſhe 
ment, and no prniſhment i juſt: but what 
is deſerved. *His ſecond argument from 
the nature of anger and- revenge hath 
been already anſwered in the firſt Diſ- 
courſe abour the nature and ends of pu- 
niſhments, and his third argument, hat 
one mans puniſhment cannot become anothers, 
immediatrely-before. And fo we have fi- 
niſhed our firſt-conſideration of the /uf- 
ferings of Chriſt in general, as a puniſh- 
ment of our fins, which we have thewed 
to be agreeable both to Scripture and 
Reaſon. 
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L The Death of C brif, eb) TRAY 4s-at 

:. Pxegptatory: Sacrifice far: i II. What 
«the expiation of fin was by. the Sacrife- 
 'ices under, the: Law ; twofold, Civil and 
: Ritual,:\Fhe Prontiſes made, to the Jews 


ender the Law. of M oles,, reſpeted them 


: a5 4. People, gnd therefore, muſt be tem 
.poral: » The: typical uqthre. of Sacrifices 


afferted. MI: 4 ſubftitution in the Ex- 
piatery Sacrifices, under the, Law, proved 


- Jrom Love b7 1, and the Conceſſion of 


Crellius 'ahost the: fgnification. of 4vn 
joyned with Nuyis. Lev. 10. 17. ex- 


- plained. 1; The ee of. uncertain 
'. murther. proves. a ſubſtitution. 1V. 4 
: JubRetution of Chriſtin eur room proved 
: from Chriſt:rheing ſaid to die for us; 
.. the importance of that phraſe confi dered, 
. V. In what ſenſe a Surrogation of Chriſt 


in our room 1 4{ſerted by ws. V1.OurRe- 


 demption by Chriſt proves -a ſubſtitution. 


VII. Of the true notion of Redemption : 
that explained, and proved again(t $0- 
Ccinus and. Crellius. No worley of pay- 
ing the price to him that detains cap- 
tive , where the captivity is not by 
force, 
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'\ force, but by ſentence of Law- * Chriſt's 
death a proper Xn: and- therefore 
the: DrDT E200 attributed  Fo4t.,. can- 
7" not: be fakew-for meer deliverante} | 
Pit 05 f:1 hain] = 


" TE come'now to conſider the Thedeath 
YL Y/ demttrof Chriſt, as an Expia- of Chriſt, 

uit; tory = Sacrifice forthe". fins:' of —_ 

mankind : Which is as-much denied” by piatorySa- 
our Adverfafties, as that'it was a-puhiſh- —"_— _ 
ment for our fins. \\\For though they: do 

not deny, That Chriſt cas a:Prieſt: did of- 

fer ap 'a Sacrifice of :EXpiation for the fins 

of men ; yet theyutterly deny; That this 

was performed ow'earth, or thatithe Expra- 

tim of fins did reſpet' God, But: only ius ; 

or, that the death of 'Chriſt, had any pro- 

per efficacy towards the expiation'of \/in, a- 

ny farther than as it ctomprehends im-it all 

the conſequences of his death, by a ſtrange 

Catechrefſis. 1 ſhall now therefore prove, 

that all things which! do belong' to a 

proper Expiatory Sacrifice, do agree to 

the death of Chriſt. There are three 

things eſpecially conſiderable in it: 1. A 
Subſtitution in the place of the Offenders. 

2. An Oblation of 'it to God. 3. An 
Expiation of ſin conſequent- upon it. 

Now theſe three, I ſhall make appear to 

apree fully to the death of Chriſt for us. 

I. A 
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D124 Subſtitution in the place-. of the 


Offenders: That we-are to prove, .was 


deligned-in. the Expzatory Sacrifices un- 
der the:Zaw, and that Chri/# in his death 


' for us, was ſubſtituted in our place. 


Hebyg. 22. 


Cred. c.1o, 
ſes. 14. 


c.: That:in-the Expiatory Sacrifices yn- 
der-the-Law, there was a Sub/#itutionof 


> them inthe place..of. the Offenders. This 


our' Adverfaries.are notiwilling to. yield 
us, begaule. of the:correſpondency which 
15 ſo plain: in the-ZBpi/tle tg the Hebrews, 
betweeri thoſe Sacrifices, and that which 
was offered up by-Ohriſt. We now ſpeak 
only- of tho Sacrifices,: which we are 
ſure were appointed: of-old for the expia- 
tion of fin, by God himſelf. As to which 
the great rule afſigned' by. the Apoſtle 
was, That without ſhedding of blood there 
was 8: remiſſion. It we . yield Cre/lius 
what he ſo often urgeth ; viz. That theſe 
word's are.+to be ae Io} of what was 
done under the Law. , They will not be 
the leſs; ſerviceable to our purpoſe ; for 
thereby+4t will appear, that the means 
of Expiation Jay in the (bedding of blood: 
Which ſhews, that the very madtati- 
ou of the beaſt ro be ſacrificed, was de- 
ſgned in order to the -Expiation of fin. 
To an inquiſitive perſon, the reaſon of 


the ſlaying ſuch multitudes of beaſts $ 
the 
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the Sacrifices appointed by God himſelt 
among the Jews, would have appeared 
far tefs evident than now it doth, fince 
the Author of the Epiſtle to the Hebrews 
hath given us ſo full an account of them. 
For it had been very unreaſonable to have 
thought, that they had been meerly-in- 
ſtituted out of compliance with rhe cu- 
ſtoms'of other Nations, ſince the whole 
deſign of their Religion, was to ſeparate 


them from them : and on ſuch a ſuppo-_ 


ſition the great deſign of the Epiſtle to 
the Hebrews ſignifies very little ; which 
doth far more explain to us the nature 
and tendency of all the Sacrifices in uſe 
among them, that had any reſpect to 
the expiation of ſins, than all the cuſtoms 
of the Egyptians, or the Commentaries 
of the later Jews. ButI intend not now 
to diſcourſe at large, upon this ſubje& 
of Sacrifices, either as to the nature and 
inſtitution of them in general, or. with a 
particular reſpet to the Sacrifice of 
Chriſt, ſince a learned perion of our 
Church, hath already undertaken Crellivs 
upon this Argument, and we hope ere 
long will oblige the world with the bene- 
fit of his pains. I ſhall therefore only 
inſiſt on thoſe things which are necel- 
{ary for our purpoſe; in order -to the 

clearing 
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clearing the Subſtitution of Chriſt in our 
ſtead, for the expiation of our fins by 
his death; and this we ſay was repre- 
ſented in the Expiatory Sacrifices, which 
were inſtituted among: the Jews. If we 
Crel. c. 10. yield Crellins what he after Socznus con- 
{e2.13- tends for; wiz. That the Sacrifice of Chriſt 
was ouly repreſented in the publick and ſ0- 
lems Expiatory Sacrifices for the people, 
and eſpecially thoſe on the day of Atone- 
ment, We may have enough trom them 
to vindicate all that we aſſert, concern- 
ing the Expiatory Sacrifice of the blood 
of Chriſt. | 
What the TI, For that thoſe were deſigned by 
expo Way Of Subſtitution in the place of the 
by the Sa- offenders, will appear from the circum- 
—_— ſtances and reaſon of their Inſtitution : 
Law. But before we come to that, it will be 
neceſiary to ſhew what that Expzation 
was, which the Sacrifices under the Law 
were deſigned for ; the not underſtand- 
ing of which, gives a greater force to 
our Adverſaries Arguments, than other- 
wiſe they would have. For while men 
aſſert, that the expiation was wholly ty- 
pical, and of the fame nature with that 
expiation. which is really obtained by the 
death of Chriſt, they eaſily prove, That 


all the expiation then, was only declara- 
tzUC, 
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tive, and did no more depend on the ſacri- 
fices offered, than on a condition required 
by God, the neglet of which. would be an 
aft of diſobedience in them; and by this 
means it could repreſent, ' tay they, no 
more than ſuch anexpiationto be by Chriſt ; 
viz. God's declaring that fius are expiat- 
ed by him,.0n the performance of Juch a 
condition required in order thereto, as lay- 
ing down his life was. But we aſſert 
another kind of expiation.of Gn, by ver- 
tue of the Sacrifice being ſlain and offer- 
ed; which was real, and depended up- 
on the Sacrifice:- And this was twofold 
2 Civil, and a Ritual expiation, +accord- 
ing to the double capacity in which the 
people of the Fews may be conſidered, 
either as members of a Society, ſubſiſt- 
ing by a body of Laws, which according 
to the ſlriftefſt San#ion of it, makes 
death the penalty of difobedience, Dear. 
2.7. 26, but by the will of the Legiſlator, 
did admit of a relaxation in many caſes, 
allowed by himſelf; in which he declares, 
That the death of the beaſt deſigned for 
a Sacrifice ſhould be accepted, inftead of 
the death of the offender; and fo the 
offence ſhould be fully expiated, as to 
the execution of the penal Law upon 
him. And thus far, I freely admit what 

Grotzus 


>”; 
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Grotius aſſerts upon this ſubje&, and do 


yield: thatno other offence could be ex- 


plated in this-manner, but ſuch which 
God himſelf did particularly declare 
thould.'be: fo. And therefore no fin 
which was to be puniſhed by cutting 
oft, was" to be expiated by Sacrifice ; as 
wilful Tdolatry, Murther, &c. Which 
it is impoſlible for thoſe to give an ac- 
count of, who make the expiaftion whol- 
ly typical; for why then ſhould not the 
greateſt ſfins'much rather have had facri- 
fices of  expiation appointed for them : 
becauſe the Conſciences of men would 
be more” ſolicitous for. the pardon * of 
greater than leſſer ſins; and the blood of 
Chriſt repreſented by them, was deſign- 
ed for . the expiation of all. From 


-whence 1t 1s evident, that it was not a 


meer typical expiation-; but it did relate 
to the civil conſtitution among them. 
Bur beſides this, we are to conlider thc 
people with a reſpect ro that mode ot 
Divine Worſhip which was among them ; 


by reaſon of which, the people were to 


be purified from the /ega/ impurities 


which they contrated, which hindred 


them from joyning with others in the 
publick Worſhip of God, and many Sa- 


critices were appointed purpoſely for the 


explating 
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expiating this /egal guilt, as particularly, 
the aſhes of the red hzifer, Numb. 19. 9. 
which is there called a parification for 1. 
And the Apoſtle puts the blood of Bulls _— "y 
and of Goats, and the afhes of a heifer - 
ſprinkling the unclean, together ; and the 
effect of both of them, he faith, was to 
ſanftifie to the purifying of the fleſh ; 
which implies, that there was ſome pro- 
per and immediate cffe&t of theſe ſacri- 
ſices upon the people at that time, 
though infinitely ſhort of the effect of 
the blood of Chriſt upon the Conſciences 
of men. By which it is plain, the Apo- 
file doth not ſpeaic of the ſame kind of 
expiation in thoſe ſacrifices, which was 
in the Sacrifice of Chriſt, and that the 
one was barely typical of the other ; but 
of a different kind of expiation, as far as 
purifying the fleſh is from purging the Con- 
ſczence. But we do not deny, that the 
whole diſpenſation was #ypica!, and that 
the Law had a ſhadow of good things to Hb 19 4. 
come, and not the very image of the things, 
i.e. a dark and obſcure repreſentation, 
and not the perfe& reſemblance of them. 
There are two things which the Apoſtle 
aſſerts concerning the Sacrifices of the 
Law : Firſt, that they had an effect up- 
on the Bodies of men, which he calls 
N purily- 
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purifying the fleſh; the other is, that 
they had no power to expiate for the ſing 
of the ſoul, conſidercd with a reſpeC to 
the puniſhment of another life, which 
he calls purging the Conſcience from dead 
Heb.9.9. works ; arid therefore he faith, that all 
1%+ the gifts and ſacrifices under the Law, 
could not make him that did the ſervice 
perfett, as pertaining to the Conſcience, 
and that it was impoſſible that the blood of 
Bulls and Goats ſhould take away fin. So 
that the proper expiation which was 
made by thein, was civil and ritual, re- 
lating either to corporal puniſhment, or 
to legal uncleanneſs, from whence the 
Apoſtle well proves the neceſlity of a 
higher Sacrifice to make expiation for 
ſins, as pertaining to the Conſcience : But 
that expiation among the Fews did relate 
to that Polity which was eſiabliſhed a- 
mong them, as they were a people un- 
der the Government of a body of Law's 
diſtin from the reſt of the world. And 
they being conlidercd as ſuch, it is vain 
to enquire, whether they had only 7em- 
poral or eternal promiles ; for it was 1m- 
poſſible they ſhould have any other than 
temporal, unleſs we imagine, that God 
would own them for a diſtin people 


12 another World as he did in this. For 
| what 
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what Promiſes relate to a People as ſach, 
muſt conſider them as a People, and in 
that capacity they muſt be the bleſſings 
of a Society, viz. peace, plenty, number 
of People, length of days, &c. But we 
are far from denying that the general 
Principles of Religion did remain among 
them, viz. that there is a God, and a re- 
warder of them that ſeek him ; and all the 
Promiſes God / made to the Patriarchs, 
did continue 1n force as to another Conn- 
try, and were continually improved by 
the Prophetical inſtructions among them. 
But we are now ſpeaking of what did re- 
ſpect the people in general, by vertue 
of that Law which was given them by 
Moſes, and in that reſpec the puaiſh- 
ment of faults being either death or ex- 
cafion from the publick Worſhip, the 
expiation of them, was taking away the 
obligation to either of theſe, which was 
the guilt of them in thac conſidera- 
tion. 

But doth not this take away the typical 
nature of theſe ſacrifices? No, but it 
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much rather eſtablitheth it. For as Soci- $rcin. 4: 


us argues, * If the expiation was only ſerv#r.7. 2. 


Pra- 


_ typical, there muſt be ſomething in 1,5. 7hc- 
the type correſpondent to that which bg. cop.22. 


' 18 typified by it. As the Brazen Ser- 
N 2 * pent 
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«* pcnt typified Chriſt, and the benefir 
* which was to come by him, becauſe 
* as many as looked up to it were heal- 
* ed. And Noah's Ark is ſaid to be a 
<* type of Baptiſm, becauſe as many as 
© entred into that vvere ſaved from the 
* deluge. So Corinth. 10. the Apoſtle 
* ſaith, that thoſe things happened to 
** them in types, v. 1x. becauſc the & 
* vents which happened to them, did 
* repreſent-thoſe which would fall upon 
* di{obedient Chriſtians. So that to 
make good the true notion of a Type, 
we muſt aſſert an expiation that was 
real then, and agreeable to that diſpery 
fation, which doth reprefent an expia- 
tion of a far higher nature, which was 
to be by the Sacrifice of the Blood of 
Chriſt. 

II. Which being premiſed. Icometo 
prove, that there was a ſub/?:tution de- 
{igned of the Beaſt to be ſlain and facri- 
ficed in ſtead of the offenders themſelves, 
Which will appear from Leviticus 17. 
11. For the life of the fleſh is in the Blood, 
aud I have given it you upon the Altar, to 
make an Atonement for your Souls ; for it 
is the blood that. maketh an Atonement 


Crel.. c.10. for the Soul. The utmoſt that Crellins 


would have meant by this place is, zhat 
there 
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there is a double reaſon aſſigned of the prohi- 
bition of eating blood, viz that the life was 
in the blood, and that the blood was deſigned 
for exptation ; but he makes theſe wholly ins 
dependent upon each other. But we ſay, 
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that the proper reaſon aſſigned againſt the - 


eating of the Zlood, is that which is elſe- : 


where given, when tlris precept is menti- 
oned, Viz. that the blood was the life, as we 
may ſee Gen. 9.4 Lev.17.14. but to con- 
firm che reaſon given, that the blood was 
the life ; he adds, that God had given them 
that upon the Altar for an Atonement for 
therr Souls : So the Arabick Verſion ren- 
ders it, and therefore have I given it you 
pon the Altar, viz. becauſe the blood is 
the life. And hereby a ſufficient reaſon 
is given, why God did make choice of 
the blood for atonement, for that 1s ex- 
preſſed in the latter clauſe, for zt 7s the 
blood that maketh an atonement for the 
Soul; why ſhould this be mentioned 
here, if no more were intended but to 
give barely another reaſon why they 
ſhould not eat the blood 2 what torce 1s 
there more in this cjauſe to that end, 
than in the foregoing? for therein God 
had faid, that he had given it them for a; 
Atonement. It no more had been intend- 
ed, but the þare prohibition of common 
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uſe of the blpod, on the account of its 
being conſecrated to ſacred uſe, it had 
been enough to have ſaid, that the blood 
was holy unro the Lord, as it is in the 
. Other inſtances mentioned by Crelliny, 
Exod. 30. of the holy Oyntment and Perfume, for 
3* 33 no other reaſon is there given, why 
37.38. It ſhould not be *profaned tro common 
| uſe, but that it ſhould be holy for the 
Lord; if therefore the blood had been. 
forbidden upon that account, there had 
been no neceſſity at all of adding, that 
the blood was it that made atonement for 
the Soul : which gives no peculiar rea- 
ſon why they ſhould not eat the blood, 
beyond that of bare conſecration of it 
to a ſacred uſe; but if we conſider it as 
reſpefting the firſt clauſe, viz. For the 
life of the fleſh is in the blood, then there 
iS a particular reaſon why the blood 
ſhould be for atonement, viz. becauſe the 
life was in that ; and therefore when the 
blood was offered, the life of the Beaſt 
was ſuppoſed to be given inſtead of the 
life of the offender. ' According to that 
of Ovid, 

Ovid. Feſt. FHanc animam wobis pro meliore damus. 
7.6. This will be yet made clearer by ano- 
ther inſtance produced by Crellias to ex- 
plain this, which is the forbidding the 
eating 
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zatinz of fat, which, faith he, is joyned 
with this of blood, Levit. 3.17. 1t ſhall 
be a perpetual Statute for your Generations, 
throughout all your dwellings, that ye cat 
neither fat nor blood. To the ſame pur- 
poſe, Levit.7.23,25, 26. Now no 0- 
ther reaſon is given of the prohibition 
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of the far, but this, All the fat zs the Lev. 3.16. 


Lords. Which was enongh to keep 
them from eating it. But we fee here 
in the caſe of 4/ood ſomewhat further is 
aſſigned, viz. that it was zhe life; and 
therefore was molt proper for expzation, 
the life of the beaſt being ſubſtituted in 
the place of the offenders. Which was 
therefore called animalis hoſtia among 
the Romans, as Grotius oblerves upon 
this place, and was diſtinguiſhed from 
thoſe whoſe entrails were obſerved ; for 


in thoſe Sacrifices as Serv7ins faith, ſol.z Srvius ad 
anima Deo ſacratur, the main of the Sa- nid. 4- 


crifice lay in ſhedding of the Zlood, 
which was called the Soz/; and fo it is 
UB3 in this place. From whence it ap- 
pears that ſuch a ſacrifice was properly 
Jun 21: Juy4:, for the ſame word Ur) 
is uſed, both relating to the 4/ood and 
the ſoul, that is expiated by it: and the 
LXX do accordingly render it, v # T7. 
TW; 922%; Eg. 414 $r, and in the laſt 

N 4 claule, 
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clauſe, 75 Þ ai Zlav arll Juyis te 
mens. ©- Azmlay. From whence Euſebius calls 
wang. l.1. theſe Sacrifices of living Creatures, a»! 


Euſeb. de- 


C. IO, 


\luyer 7 avloy iv Ls and afterwards faith 
they were Afren Þ txuley Conc x; avii 
Cred.cap.8- ue 7 ULEIZE TUT*WS. And Crellius elſe- 
_— where grants, that where avi; is joyned 
vox ere- with Sum, it doth imply, that one doth 
ue? © undergo the puniſhment which another was 
*.r pro «t- tO have undergone, Which is all we mean 
zero ani- by ſaZſtitution, 1« being done in the place 
mo of another. From whence it follows 
wear,& fie that the Sacrifices under the Law being 
- 11s; laid to be rl; vs, doth neceſſarily in- 
fberndun fer a {ubſtitution of them in the place 
erat ej i= OF the offenders. And: from hence may 
60 ſubirenon : 

4%re&4;, be underſtood, what is meant be the 
Goat of the Sin offering, bearing the ini- 
quity of the Congregation, to make atone- 
ment for them before the Lord, Levit. 10. 
17. tor Crellius his ſaying, That bearing 
is as much as taking away, or declaring 
that they are taken away, hath been al- 
ready diſproved: And his other anſwer 
hath as little weight in it; viz. That it is 
not ſaid, that the ſacrifice did bear their 
iniquities, but the Prieſt : For, 1. The 
Chaldee Paraphraſt, and the Syriack Yer- 
fon, underſtand it wholly of the ſacri- 


Socin. ae 


fervar. 1.2 ice. -2. Socinus himſelf grants, 7hat if 
Cc. Ih, | | - 
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it were ſaid, the Prieſt did expiate by 
the ſacrifices, it were all one as if it were 
ſaid, that the ſacrifices themſelves did ex- 
piate ; becauſe the expiation of the Prieſt 
was by the ſacrifice. Thus it is plain 1n 
the caſe of uncertain murther, mention- 
ed Deut 21. from the firſt to the tenth ; 
If a murther were committed in the Land, 
' and the perſon uot known who did it, a 
heifer was to have her head cut off by the 
Elders of the next City ; and by this means 
they were to put away the guilt of the in- 
cent blood from among them : The rea- 
ſon of which was, becauſe God had ſaid 
before, That blood defiled the Land, and Numb.;5. 
the Land cannot be cleanſed of the Blood 33: 
that is ſhed therein, but by the blood of 
him that ſhed it. From whence it ap- 
pears, that upon the ſhedding of blood, 
there was a guilt contracted upon the 
whole Land wherein it was ſhed, and in 
_ caſe the Murtherer was not found to ex- 
piate that guilt by his own blood, then 
it was to be done by the cutting oft the 
head of a heifer inſtead of him: In 
which caſe, the death of the heifer was 
to do as much towards the expiating the: 
Land, as the death of the Murtherer if 
he had been found: And we do not con- 
tend, that this was defigned to expiate 
Ry 1 : the 
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fee. g. 
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the Murtherers guilt (which is the Ob- 
jection of Crellius againſt this inſtance) 
but that a ſubſtitution Here was appotn- 
ted by God himſelf, for the expiation of 
the people: For what Cre//ius adds, That | 
the people did not deſerve puniſhment, and 

therefore needed no expiation ; it 1s a flat 
contradiction to the Text: For the prayer 
appointed in that caſe is, Be merciful, 0 
Lord unto thy people Iſrael, whom ihou haſt 
redeemed, and lay not innocent blood unto 
thy people Iſraels Charge, and the blood 
ſhall be expiated : tor the ſame word 725 
is uſed here, which is in the other places 
where Expiation 1s ſpoken of. So that 
here muſt be ſome guilt ſuppoſed, where 
there was to be an expzatzon, and this 
expiation was performed by the ſub/tity- 
tion of a ſacrifice in the place of the of- 
fender. Which may be enough at pre- 
ſent to ſhew, that a ſubſtitution was ad- 
mitted by the Law, of a facrifice in- 
ſtead of the offender, in order to the ex- 
piation of guilt ; but whether the offen- 
der himſelf was to be freed by that Sa- 
crifice ; dependsupon the terms on which 
the ſacrifice was offered; for we ſay ſtill, 
that ſo much guilt was expiated, as the 
ſacrifice was deſigned: to expiate ; if the 


ſacrifice was deſigned ro expiate the =_ 
*O0 
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of the offender, his ſin was expiated by 
it ; if not his, in caſe no ſacrifice was 
allowed by the Law, as in rhat of mur- 
ther, then the guilt which Jay upon the 
Land was expiated, although the offen- 
der himſelf were never diſcovered. 

IV. I now come to prove, that in cor- A ſubſti- 
reſpondency to ſuch a ſal/titution of the (2190 of 
facrifices for fin under the Law, Chriſt our room 
was ſubſtituted in our room for the ex- pron by 

ks : : . hisdying 
piation of our guilt ; and that from his gr us. 
being faid to die for us, and his death be- 
ing called a price of Redemption for us. 

t. From Chriſt's being ſaid to die for 
us. By St. Feter, For Chriſt hath alſo (Pe ,18, 
once ſuffered for fins, the juſt for the un- 
juſt ; by whom he is allo ſaid, 70 ſuffer x. 21. 4.1. 
a ia@r, for us, and for us in the fleſh: 

By St. Paul, he is ſaid to die ap ral, 
for all, and v2 4ar85v, for the ungodly, , ka 
and 70 grve himſelf zvlinules ov UTE? 7-2y1ov, 56.1Tim. 
a ranſom for all, and, to taſte death im * © Lied. 
T4viG for every man : By Caiaphas,ſpeak- * 
ing by inſpiration, he is faid 70 die Im jp 
TS Azs, for the peopte. So Chriſt him- 
ſelf inſtituting his laſt Supper, faid, This Luke 22. 
is my body which was given, and my blood '9: 29. 
which was ſhed ume uvuav, for you; and 
before he had ſaid, That the Son of may ,, 

6 . . 1 3. 4) Fe? aff. 20, 
came to give his life XuTegy avli m)Afy, 

a 
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1Joh. 3.16. 


Coloſf x. 
24. 


o 


; we are bid to lay down our /zves for our 
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a ranſom for many. We are now to con- 
ſider, what arts our Adverſaries have 
made uſe of to pervert the meaning of 
theſe places, ſo as not to imply a ſubſti- 
tution of Chriſt in our room: 1. They 
lay, That all theſe phraſes do imply no 
more, than a final cauſe; viz. That Chriſt 
died for the good of mankind ; for the A- 
poſtle tell us, We are bound to lay down 
our lives for the Brethren, and St. Paul 
is ſaid to ſuffer for the Church. To which 
I anſwer; x. This doth not at all de- 
ſtroy that which we now plead for ; v2z, 


. That theſe phraſes do imply a ſubſtitu- 


tion of Chriſt in our room : For when 


 Frethren, a ſubſtitution is implied there- 


'in ; and ſuppoſing that dying for ano- 


ther, doth ſignifie dying for ſome bene- 
fit to come to him, yet what doth this 
hinder ſubſtitution, unleſs it be proved, 
that one cannot obtain any benefit for 
another, by being ſubſtituted in his room. 
Nay, it is obſervable, that although we 
produce ſo many places of Scripture, im- 
plying ſuch a ſubſtitution, they do not 
offer to produce one that is inconſiſtent 
with Chriſt's {uffering in our ſtead ; all 
that they ſay is, That umz? doth. not at- 


ways ſignifie ſo,which we never ſaid it did, 
To ; : '_ who 


ef CHRIST. 


who fay,that Chriſt ſuffered Um2 Hume- 
1wy, not inſtead of our ſins, but by rea- 
ſon of them ; but we aſſert, that when 
one perſon is faid to die for others, as in 
the places mentioned, no other ſenſe can 
be ſo proper and agreeable, as dying in 
the ſtead of the other. 2. Socinus him- 
ſelf grants, © That there isa peculiarity 
«* implied in thoſe phraſes, when attri- 
* buted to Chriſt, above what they have 
* when attributed to any other. And 
* therefore he ſaith, It cannot be pro- 
« perly ſaid, That one Brother dies for 
« another, or that Paul ſuffered for the 
« Coloſtans, or for the Church, as Chriſt 
* may truly and properly be faid to ſuffer 
* and to die for us. And from hence, 
* ſaith he, St. Paul faith, was Paul cru- 
* cified for you 2 implying thereby, that 
* there never was, or could beany, who 
* truly and properly could be ſaid to die 
* for Men but Chriſt alone. How unrea- 
ſonable then is it, from the uſe of a particle 
as applied to others,to infer,that it ought 
to be. ſo underſtood, when applied to 
Chriſt 2 when a peculiarity is acknow- 
ledged in the death of Chriſt for us, 
more than ever was cr could be in one 
mans dying for another. 3. It 1s not 


the bare force of the particle 57:2 that we 
| iofiſt 
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inſiſt upon ; but that a ſubſtitution could 
not be more properly expreſſed, than it 
iS in Scripture, by this and other parti- 
cles, for not only vun?- is uſed, but 2»), 
too: which Socinus faith, Although zt 
may fignifie ſomething elſe befides in the 
ſtead of anther, yet in ſuch places, where 
it is ſpoken of a ranſom or price, it fignt- 
fies the payment of ſomething which was 
owing before, as Matt. 17.27. &vn tus 
, 05, and fo, be; acknowledges, that where 
redemption. is ſpoken of, there «vn doth 
imply a commutation, becauſe the price 1s 
given, and the perſon received, which, he 
{aitn, holds in Chriſt only metaphorically : 
for the redemption according to him be- 
ing only Metaphorical, the commutati- 
on mult be fuppoſed tobe ſo too. 

In what YV. And this now lkeads us to the lar- 
ſenſe afur- er Anſwer of Crelius upon this argu- 


rogation : 
of Chriſt ment, Wherein we. ſhall conſider, what 


Socin. 2b. 


n ours he yielss, what he denies, and upon 
ſerred by What reaſons, 1. He yzelds, and fo he 
uw . 12th doth Socinus, very freely, a commu- 
rell c.9. ; CEE, 

{:8. 3.4, tation - but it is neceſſary that we ſhould 
ſet. 22 rhroughly underſtand what he means by 
it : to that end he tells us, That they ac- 
knowledge a twofold commutation ; one of 

the perſon ſuffering, the kind of ſuffering 

being changed, not aftually but intentionally, 

becauſe 
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becauſe we are not aitually freed by Chrift 
dying for us, but only Chriſt died for that 
end, that we might be freed. And this 
commutation, he faith, that Socinus deth 
not deny tobe implied in the particle Uniz, 
iu the places where Chriſt is ſaid to die 
for us. Another commutation, which he 
acknowledges, 1s, that which between a 
price, and the thing or perſon which is 
bought or redeemed by it ; where the price 
is paid, and the thing or perſon is recet- 
ved upon it. And this kind of commuta- 
tion, he ſaith, 7s. to be underſtood in the 
places where 2vri is mentzoned ; which price, 
he ſaith, by accident may be a' perſon; and 
becauſe the perſon 15 not preſently delive- 
red, he therefore faith, that the commu- 
tation is rather imperfett than metaphori- 
cal ; and although, he faith, avn doth not 
of it ſelf imply a commutation , yet he 
grants, that the circamſtances of the pla- 
ces do imply it. 2. He denies, that there 
is any proper ſurrogation in Chriſt's dying 1 [:8. 3. 
for us, which, he laith, » ſuch a commus- 

tation of perſons, that the ſubſtituted per- 

ſon is in all reſpeits to be in the ſame place 

and ſtate wherein the other was ; and if 

it refers to ſufferings , then it is when one 

ſuffers the very ſame which the other was 

to ſuffer, he being immediately delivered 


by 


lb, ſe. 6- 
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by the others ſufferings. And againſt this 
kind of ſurrogation, Cre/ius needed nor 
to have produced any reaſons ; for Gro- 
tins never aſſeried it ; neither do we ſay, 
that Chriſt ſuffered eternal death for us, 
or that we were immediately freed by 
his ſufferings. But that which Grotius 
aſſerts, that he meant by ſubſtirution was 
this, thar anleſs Chriſt had died for us, we 
muſt have died our ſelves, and becauſe 
Chriſt hath died, we ſhall not die eternally. 
But if this be all, faith Crelltus, he meant 
by it, we grant the whole thing, and he 
complains of it as an injury for any to think 
otherwiſe of them. If 1o, they cannot de- 
ny bur that there was a ſufficient capa- 
city in the death of Chriſt to be made an 
expiatory Sacrifice for the ſins of the 
world. But notwithſtanding all theſe fair 
words, Crellius means no more than S9- 
cinus did ; and though he would allow the 
words which Grotzus uſed, yet not in the 
{enie he underſtood them in ; for Crellius 
means no more by all this, but that zhe 
death of Chriſt was an antecedent condi- 
tion to the expiation of fins in Heaven, 
Grotius underſtands by them, that Chriſt 
did expiate fins by becoming a Sacrifice 
for them in his death. However, from 


hence it appears, that our Adverſarics 
can 
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can have no plea againſt the death of 
Chriſt's being an expiatory Sacrifice 
(from want of a ſubſtitution in our room ) 
ſince they profeſs themſelves ſo willing 
to own ſuch a ſubſtitution. But if they 
ſay, that there could be no proper ſub/ti- 
tution, becauſe the death of Chriſt was a 
bare condition, and no puniſhment, they 


then expreſs their minds more freely ; 


and if theſe places be allowed to prove 
a ſubſtitutioa, I hope the former dif- 
courſe will prove that it was by way of 
puniſhment. Neither is it neceſſary, that 
the very ſame kind of puniſhment be under- 
gone in order to ſurrogation, but that it 
be ſufficient in order to the accompliſh- 
ing the end for which it was deſigned. 
For this kind of ſub/?3tution being in or- 
der to the delivery of another by 
it, whatever is ſufficient for that end, 
doth make a proper ſurrogation. For no 
more is neceſiary to the delivery of ano- 
ther perſon than the ſatisfying the ends 
of the Law and Government, and if that 
may be done by an xquivalent ſuffering, 
though not the fame in all reſpects, then 
it may be a proper ſurrogation. It Da- 
vid had obtained his with, that he had 
died for his Son 4b/olom, it had not been 


neceſſary in order to his Son's elcape, 
tha 
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that he had hanged by the hair of his head, 
as his Son did ; but his death, though in 
other circumſtances, had been ſufficient, 
And therefore when the Lawyers fay, 
ſubrogatum , ſapit naturam ejus in cujus 
Covarru.3- locurs ſubrogatur : Covarruvias tells us, it 
ſe@. - ».3. is to be underſtood, ſecundum primordia- 
lem naturam non ſecundum accidentalem; 
from whence it appears, that all circum- 
ſtances, are not neceſſary to be the 
ſame in ſurrogation ; but that the na- 
ture of the puniſhment remain the 
ſame. Thus Chriſt dying for us, to deli- 
. ver us from death, and the curſe of the 
Law, he underwent an accurſed death 
for that end ; although not the very 
ſame which we were to have undergone, 
yet ſufficient to ſhew, that he under- 
went the puniſhmeat of our iniquities in 
order to the delivering us from it. And 
if our Adverfaries will yield us this, we 
{hall not much contend with them about 

the name of a proper ſurrogation. 
Our Re- VT. But in the matter of Redemption, 
demption or where arm is uſed, Crellzus will by 


ge no means yield that there was a commu- 


ſubſticuti- 7ation of perſons between Chriſt and us, 
_ but all the commutation he will allow here 

is only a commutation between a thing, or a 
Grel. ©.9. prince, and a perſon, Which he thereforc 
aſlerts, 


ſet. 2. 
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aſſerts, that ſo there may be no neceſſi- 
ry of Chriſt's undergoing the puniſh- 
ment of fin in order to redemption, be- 
cauſe the price that is to be paid, is not 
ſuppoſed to undergo the condition of the 
perſon delivered by it. Which will evi- 
dently appear to have no force at all, in 
caſe we can prove, that a proper re- 
demption may be obtained by the pu- 
niſhment of one in the room of ano- 
ther ; for that puniſhment then comes to 
be the 2uregy or price of redemption ; 
and he tNat pays this, muſt be ſuppoſed 
to undergo puniſhment for it. So that 
the commuration being between the pu- 
niſhment of one, and the other redeemed 
by it, here is a proper commutation of 
perſons implied in the payment of the 
price, But hereby we may ſee that the 
great ſubtiſty of our Adverſaries is de- 
fhigned on purpoſe to avoid the force of 
the places of Scripture, which are fo plain 
againſt them: For when theſe places 
where Aurcc» and an are joyned toge- 
ther, are ſo clear for a ſubititurtion, that 
they cannot deny it ; then they fay, by 
it is meant only a commutation of a price 
for a perſon ; but when the word Aure g 
Is urged to prove a redemption purcha- 
fed by Chriſt, by the payment of a price 
9: 
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for it, then they deny that Aurew doth 
ſignifie a proper price, but is only taken 
metaphorically ; and yet if it be ſo ta- 
ken, then there can be no force in what 
Crellius ſaith , for a bare metaphorical 
price may be a real puniſhment : Two 
things I ſhall then prove againſt Crellzus. 
1. That the AuTizo as applied to Chriſt, 
is to be taken in a proper ſenſe. 2. That 
al:hough it be taken io a proper ſenſe, 
yet it doth not imply a bare commuta- 
tion of a price and a perſon, but a ſub- 
ſtitution of one perſon in the coom of 
another. 
as 'VIT. Both theſe will be cleared from 
the k : , 
true nori- thc right ſtating the notion of redemp- 
on of Re- tion between our Adverſaries and us. 
Jewption- For they will not by any means have 
any other proper notion of redemption 
but from captivity, and that by the pay- 
ment of a price to him that did hold in 
captivity, and therefore becauſe Chriſt did 
not pay the price to the Devil, there could 
be no proper ſenſe either of the redemp- 
tion, or the price which was paid for it. 
This is the main ſtrength of all the ar- 
;, guments uſed by Socinus and Crellius, to 


SOIT 


jerwee. 1.2. enervate rhe force of thoſe places of 
£142. Scripture which ſpeak of our redemption 
ES, C. 


8.1... by Chriſt,and of the price which he paid in 
order 
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order to it. But how weak theſe excep- 
tions are, will appear upon a true exa- 
mination of the proper notion of Re- 
demption, which in its primary impor- 
tance ſignifies no more, than the obtain- 
ing of one thing by another as a valuable 
conſideration for it. Thence redimere an- 
ciently among the Latins ſignified bare- 
ly to purchaſe by a valuable price, for 
the thing which they had a right to by 
it; and ſometimes to purchaſe that which 
a man. hath fold before, thence the pa- 
flum redimendi in contradts : ſtill in 
whatever ſenſe it was uſed by the Law- 
yers or others, the main regard was, to 
the conſideration upon which the thing 
was obtained, thence redimere delatorem 
pecunia, h. e. eum a delatione deducere ; age a 
io redimere litem ; and redemptor litis jure fiſci. 
was one that upon certain conſideration 
took rhe whole charge of a ſuir upon 
himſelf : and thoſe who. undertook the 
farming of cuſtoms at certain rates, were 
called redemptores vefigalium, qui redem- Budeus ad 
pturis auxifſent wettigalia, faith Livy. *a#- 
And all thoſe who undertook any pub- Ap 7 23 
lick work at a certain price, redempto- Feſtus v. 
res antiquitus dicebantur, faith Feſtus and "** Sg ny 
UVipian. From hence it was applied to D. er: 
the delivery of any perſon from any in- %** 
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convenience that he lay under, by ſome- 
thing which was ſuppoſed a valuable con- 
ſideration for it. And that it doth not 
only relate to captivity,but toany other 
great calamity, the freedom from which 
is obtained by what another ſuffers; 
is apparent from theſe two remarkable 

exprefiions of Cicero to this - purpoſe, 

boy ff" (uam quidem ego (faith he, ſpeaking of 
ep.16. the ſharpneſs of the time) a rep. meis pri- 
vatis & domeſticis incommod;s libentifſime 
Orat. pro redemiſſem. - And more expreſly elſe- 
yes. where, Ego vitam omnium._ civium, ſtatum 
orbis terr&,urbem hanc denique, G&c. quix 
que hominum amentium ac perditorum pe- 
na redemi. Where it is plain, that re- 
demprion is uſed for the delivery of 
ſome by the puniſhment of others ; not 
from meer captivity,but from a greatcala- 
mity which they might have fallen into, 
without ſuch a puniſhment of thoſe per: 
ſons. So vain is that aflertion of Soct- 
Ste. de for. HS) redimere, mihil aliud proprie ſignife 
war. 1.2. cat, quam eum captivam & manibus illius, 
6 I. qui eum detinet , pretio illi dato libe- 
No neceſ- rare. | 
firyofpay- VIIT, And yet ſuppoſing we ſhould 


price * grant that redemption as uſed in ſacred 


im that Authors doth properly relate to captivi- 
ty, there is no neceſſity at all of that 
which 


derains 
captive. 
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which our Adverfaries contend ſo ear- 
neſtly for,viz.7hat the price muſt be paid to 

him that detains captive. For we may very 

eaſily conceive a double ſort of captivity, 

from whence a redemption may be ob- 
tained ; the one by force, when a Cap- 

tive is detained purpoſely for advantage 

to be made by his redemption : and the 

other in a judicial manner, when the Law 
condemns a perſon to captivity, and the 

thing deſigned by the Law is not a meer 

price, but ſatisfaction to be made to the 

Law, upon which a redemption may be 
obtained ; now in the former cale it is 
neceſſary, that the price be paid to the 
perſon who detains, becauſe the reaſon 

of his detaining, was the expeation of 

the price to be paid ; but in the latter, 

the detainer is meerly the inſtrument for 
execution of the Law, and the price of 
redemption is not to be paid to him ; 

but to thoſe who are moſt concerned in 

the honour of the Law. But Cre/izs 4c 8. 
objects, that the price can never be ſaid © 
to be paid to God, becauſe our redemption 

is attributed to God as the author of it, 

and becauſe we are ſaid to be redeemed 

for his uſe and ſervice, now, faith he, the 

price can never be paid to him for whoſe 


ſervice the perſon is redeemed. But all 
O 4 th: 
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this depends upon the former miſtake, as 
though we ſpake all this while of ſuch a 
redemption, as that is of a Captive by 
force ; in whom the detainer is no fur- 
ther concerned, than for the advantage 
to be made by him ; and in that caſe the 
price muſt be paid to him who detains, 
becauſe it would otherwiſe be unſucceſ5- 
ful for his deliverance : but in caſe of 
captivity by Law, as the effect of diſo- 
bedience, the Magiſtrate who 1s concer- 
ned in the life of the perſon, and his fu- 
ture obedience may himſelf rake care 
that ſatisfaftion may be given to the 
Law for his redemption, in order to his 
future ſerviceableneſs. From hence we 
ſee both that the ures» is proper in this 
caſe of our r:demption, and that it is 
not a meer commutation of a price for a 
perſon, but a commutation of one perſons 
tuftcring for others, which ſuffering be- 
ing a puniſhment in order to ſatisfaction 
15 a Valuable conſideration, and therefore 
a price for the redemption of others by 
it. Which pricein this ſenſe doth imply 
a proper ſubſtitution ; which was the 
thing to be proved. Which was the firſt 
thing to be made good concerning the 
death of Chriſt being a ſacrifice for ſin, 
viz, that there was a ſubſtitution of 

| Chriſt 
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Chriſt in our ſtead as of the ſacrifices of 
old under the Law); and in this ſenſe the 
death of Chriſt was a proper Aur or 
price of redemption for us. Nothing 
then can be more vain, than the way of 
our Adverſaries, to take away the force 
of all this, becauſe ar22urowii; is ſome- 
times taken for a meer deliverance with- 
out any price, which we deny not ; but 
the main force of our argument is from 
the importance of 2772ureon;, where the 
rec is mentioned ; and then we ſay 
that 27oAuTewns When applied to ſins, 
ſignifies expiation , (as Zeb. 9. 15. us 
dmAuTEwnY vafil Tmex/amew,) but when 
applied to perſons, it ſignifies the deli- 
verance purchaſed by the AYrew, which 
is not to be conſidered as a bare price,or 
thing given, but as a thing undergone 
in order to that deliverance: and is there- 
forenot only called AUreo,but arnmuzeey 
too, which Crelius confeſſeth doth im- 
ply a commutation, and we have ſhewed, 
doth prove a ſubſtitution of Chriſt in 
our place, 
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CHAP. V. 


I The notion of a ſacrifice belongs to the 
death of Chriſt, becauſe of the Oblation | i 
made therein to God. Crellius his ſeuſe 
of Chriſt's Oblation propoſed. Il. A- 
gainſt him it is proved, that the Prieft- 
ly office of Chriſt had a primary reſpef to 
God, and not to us. Expiatory Sacri- 
fices did divert the wrath of God. 
TI. Chriſt mot a bare Metaphorical 
High-Prieft. IV. Crellius deſtroys the 
Prieſthood of Chriſt by i it 
with the exerciſe of his Regal Power, 
V. No proper expiation of fin belongs 
to' Chriſt in Heaven, if Crellius his 
Dodtrine be true. VI. Ephel. 5. 2. 
proves the death of Chriſt an Expiato- 
ry Sacrifice, aud an Oblation to God. 
The Phraſe of a ſweet-ſmelling fa- 
vour, belongs to expiatory Sacrifices ; 
Crellius hu groſs notton of it. VII. Hs 
miſtakes about the kinds of Sacrifices. 
Burnt-offerings were Expiatory Sacrifi- 
ces both before and under the Law. 4 
new diſtribution of ſacrifices propoſed. 
VIII. What —_ the matlation of 


the Sacrifice had on Expiation. The 
« High 
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High Prieſt only to ſlay the Sin-offer- 
mug on the day: of Atonement; from 


whence it is. proved, that Chriſt's Prieſt- 
' hood did not begin from hu entrance in- 
+0 Heaven, The mattation | in Expia- 
' ' fory Sacrifices no bare preparation to a 
Sacrifice, proved by the Jewiſh Laws, 
' and the cuſtoms of other Nations. 
. IX. Whether Chriſt's, Oblation of him+, 


ſelf once to. God, | were in- Heaven, or 
on Earth > Of the proper notion of Ob- 
lations under: the Levitical Law. Se- 
veral things obſerved from thence to 


_ our purpoſe. NX.: All things neceſſary 


to a legal Oblation, concurr in the death 


. of Chriſt. Xl. His entrance into' Hea- 
. ven hath no correſpondency with it ; if 
- the blood of Chriſt were no ſacrifice for 


fin. In Sin-offerings for the People, the 
whole was conſumed ; no eating of the 
Sacrifices allowed the Prieſts, but in thoſe 
far private Perſons. XI. Chriſt's ex- 


erciſe of Power in Heaven, in no ſenſe 


an Oblation to God, MXIII. Crellins, 
his ſenſe repugnant ' to the circumſtances 
of the places in diſpute. NIV. Obje- 
tions anſwered. 
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I. H E Second thing to prove the 
death of Chriſt a Sacrifice for 
fin, is the Oation of it to God 

for rhat end. © Grotzus towards the con- 

* cluſion of his Book, makes a twofold 

<* oblation of Chriſt, parallel to that. of 

* the Sacrifices under the Law, the firſt 

* of Mactation, the ſecond of Repre- 

* ſentation ; whereof the-firſt was done 

* in the Temple, the ſecond in the Ho- 

* Iy. of Holies; ſo the firſt of Chriſt was 

** on Earth, the ſecond 'in Heaven ; the 

* firſt is not a bare preparation to a Sa- 

* crifice, but a Sacrifice : the latter not 

* ſo: much a Sacrifice, as the commemo- 

<« ration of -one already paſt. Wherc- 

* fore, ſince appearing and interceeding 

* are not properly ſacerdotal ads, any - 

<« further than they depend on the effica- 

* cy of a facrifice'\already offered, he 

* that takes away that Sacrifice , doth 

* not leave to Chriſt any proper 

< Prieſthood, againſt the plain authori- 

*ty of the Scripture, 'which aſligns to 

* Chriſt the office of a Prieſt diſtin 

* from that of a Prophet and a King. 

To which Cre/us replies: That the ex- 

piation of fin doth properly belong to what 


Chriſt doth in Heaven ; and may be ap- 
plied 
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pied to the death of Chriſt only, as the 


condition by which he was to enjoy that 
wer in Heaven, whereby he doth expiate 
fins ; but the Frieſt was never ſaid to ex- 
piate, fins when he killed the beaſt, but 
when the blood was ſprinkled or carried 
into the Holy of Holies, to which the Ob- 
lation of Chriſt in Heaven does anſwer : 
but mattation, faith he, was not proper to 1b. ſec. 47. 
the Prieſts , but did belong to the Levites 
alſo. And Chriſt was not truly a Prieſt, 
while he was on Earth, but onely prepared ao 
by his ſufferings to be one im Heaven, 
where by the perpetual care he takes of his , ;.; . 
People, and exerciſing his Power for them, $:8. 56 
he is ſaid to offer up himſelf, and inter- 
cede for them, and by that means he diſ- 
chargeth theOfice of aHigh-Frieſt for them. 
For his Prieſtly Office, he faith, is never in 
Scripture mentioned as diftintt from his 
Kingly, but is comprehended under it ; and 
the great difference between them is, that 
one is of a larger extenſion than the other 
is, the Kingly Office extending to puniſh- 
ing, and the Frieſtly only to expiation. 
This is the ſubſtance of what Crellzus 
more at large diſcourſeth upon this ſub- 
jet. Wherein he aſſerts theſe things. 
That the Prieſtly Office of Chriſt doth 
not in reference to the expiation of ſins 
reſpect 
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reſpe& God but us; his Intercefſion and 
Oblation wherein he makes the facerdo- 
tal fan&tion of Chriſt to conſiſt, being 
the exerciſe of his power for the good of 
his People. 2. That Chriſt did offer 
up no Sacrifice of expiation to God upon 
Earth, becauſe the matation had no re- 
ference to expiation, any other than as 2 
preparation for it ; and Chriſt not yet 
being conſtituted a Zgh-Prieft till after 
his Reſurrection from the dead. A- 
gain thefe two aſfertions' I ſhall dire 
my following diſcourſe, by proving ; 
7. That the Prieſtly Office of Chriſt had 
a primary reſpe& to God, and not to us. 
2. That Chriſt did exerciſe this Prieſtly 
Ottce in the Oblation of himſelf ro God 

upon the Croſs. 
That the TF. 1. Thatthe Prieſtly Office of Chriſt 
ag had a primary reſpect to God, and not to 
Chriſt hag 45 5 Which appears from the firſt Inſtiru- 
2 primary tion of a Figh-Prieſt, mentioned by the 
relpet © Apoſtle, Hebr.5.1. For every High-Pricſt 
nor us. taken from among men, 1s ordained for 
Crel/. in men in things pertaining to God, that he 
3" may offer both gifts and ſacrifices for fins - 
1d eſt, faith Crellius effewhere, ut procuret 
& peragat ea que ad colendum ac propiti- 
andum numen pertinent; i.e. That he 
may perform the things which apper- 
tain 
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tain to the worſhipping and propitiating 
God : We defire no more, put that zhe 
opitiating God, may as immediately be 
ſaid to reſpect him, as the worſhipping 
of God doth ; or let Crellius tell us, what 
ſenſe the propitiating God will bear; if 
all that the F7igh-Prieſt had to do, did 
immediately reipe& the people: nay, 
he faith not long after, That it was the 
* chief Office of a High-Prieſt, to plead 
« the cauſe of finners with God, and to 
* take care,that they may find him kind 
« and propitious, and not angry or dif- 
* pleaſed. In what ſenſe God was faid 
to be moved by the Expiatory Sacrifices, 
is not here our buſineſs to difcuſs; it is 
ſufficient for our purpoſe, that they were 
inſtituted with a reſpe& to God, fo as 
to procure his favour, and divert his 
wrath. In which ſenſe, the Prieſt is fo 
often in the Levztical Law ſaid, by the 
offering up of Sacrifices, to expiate the 
ſins of the people. But Crellius faith, 
* This ought not ſo to be underſtood, 
* as though God by Expiatory. Sacri- 
© fices, were diverted from his anger, 
* and inclined to pardon; which is a 
| Plain contradiction, not only to the 
words of the law, but to the inſtances 
that are recorded therein; as when A4a- 
ron 
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Ver. 48. 


2 Sam. 24. 
25. 


Lev. 1. 4. 
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ro# was bid in the time of the Plague to 
make an Atonement for the people, for 
there is wrath gone out from the Lord : and 
he ſtood between the living and the dead, 
and the plague was ſtayed. Was not God's 
anger then diverted here, by the making 
this Aronement? The like inſtance we 
read in David's time, that by the offering 
burnt-offerings, &c. the Lord was in- 
treated for the Land, and the plague was 
Stayed from \{rael: By which nothing can 
be more plain, than that the primary 
intention of ſuch Sacrifices, and conſe- 
quently of the Office of the Prieſt who 
offered them, did immediately reſpe&t 
the Atoning God : But yet Crellius urgeth, 
This cannot be faid of all, or of the 
* moſt proner Expiatory Sacrifices ; but 
we ſee it ſaid of more than the meer Sa- 
crifices for fin, as appointed by the Law ; 
viz. of burnt- offerings, and peace-offerings, 
and incenſe, in the examples mentioned, 
So that theſe Levitical Sacrifices did all 
re{pe&t the atoning God; although in 
{ome particular caſes, difterent Sacrifices 
were to be offered; for it is faid, the 
burnt-offering was to make atonement for 
them, as well as the ſin and treſpaſs-offer- 
ings ( excepting thole ſacrifices which 
were inſtituted in eee - 

od's 


God's Soverajgnty over them, and pre- 
ſence among them, as the: dajly Sacri- 
fices, the meat and drink offerings, or 
fuch as were meerly occaſional, &c. ) 
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Thus it is faid, ;that Aaron and his ſons 1 Chron'6. 


were appointed to. make an Atonement for *% 
Iſrael : So that 35.Grotixs obſerves out of _ ialhs. 


* Philo, The High-Pricſt was a Media- 
© tor between God and man, by whom 
* men might. propitiate God, and God 
<« diſpenſe his favours to men. - But the 
means whereby he did procure favours 
to: men, was by atoning God -by the 
Sacrifices, which he , was by his Office 
to offer to him. We are now to conſi- 
der, how far this holds in reference to 
Chriſt, for whoſe ſake the Apoſtle brings 
in thele words; and ſurely would not 
have- mentioned-this as the primary Of- 
fice.of a High-Prieſt, in order to the pro- 
ving Chriſt to be our gh Prieſt, after 
2 more excellent manner than the Aa- 
ronical was, ; unleſs he had agreed with 
him in the nature of his Office, and 
exceeded him in the manner, of perfor- 
mance. - . 

; IN. For the Apoſile both proves, that 


he.was a true and proper, and not a bare ; 


Chriſt ns 
barely me- 
aphorical 


Metaphorical High-Prieſt, and that in High- 


ſuch a capacity, he very far exceeded 
P the 


rieſt, 
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the Prieſts after the order of Aaroy, 
But how could that poſſibly be, if he 
failed in the primary Office of a Z7igh- 
Prieſt ; 'viz. In offering up gifts and ſacri- 
fices to God If his Office as High-Prieſt 
did primarily reſpe& men, when the Of. 
fice of the Aaronical Prieſt did reſpe God» 
Toavoid this, Crellius makes theſe words 
to beonly an alluſion to the Legal Prieſt- 
*& hood, and ſome kind of fimilitude be. 
* tween Chriſt and the Aaronical Prieſts, 
but it is ſuch a kind of alluſion, that 
the Apoſtle deſigns to-prove, Chriſt to 
be an Z7zh-Prieſt by it ; and which is of 
the greateſt force, he proves the neceſſ+- 
ty of Chriſt's having ſomewhat to offer 
from hence : For every High: Prieſt is 
ordained to offer gifts, and ſacrifices; 
wherefore it us of neceſſity,that this man have 
ſomewhat alſo to offer. This is that which 
he looks at as the peculiar and diſtin- 
guſhing character of a*High-Prieſt; for 
interceding for others, 'and having com- 
paſſion upon them, might be done by 
others beſides the Figh-Prieſt ; but this 
awas that, without which he could not 
make good his name, what order ſoever 
he were of. If Chriſt then had no proper 
ſacrifice to offer up'to- God, to what 
purpoſe doth the Apeſtle fo induſtriouſly 

{ct 
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ſet himſelf to prove, that he is our Z7igh- 
Priej, 2 when he muſt needs fail in the 
main thing, according to his own afler- 
tion 2 How eafie had it been for the Jews, 
to have anſwered all the Apoſtles Argu- 
ments concerning thePrie/thood of Chriſt, 


. if he had been tuch a Prze/t, and made 


no other Oblation than Crel/lzas allows 
him 2 When the Apoſtle proves againſt 
the Jews, that there was no neceſlity, 
that they ſhould fill retain the Moſatcal 
Diſpenſation, becauſe now they had a 
moreexcellent ZZigh- Prieft than the Aaro- 
ical were ; and makes uſe of that chara- 
Qer of a Zigh-Prieſt, that he was one 
taken out from among men, in things per- 
tainivg to God to offer gifts and ſacrifices 
for fins : Well, ſay the Fews, we accept 
6 - of this charadter, but how do you 
* prove concerning Chriſt, that he was 

« ſuch a one? Did he offer up 4 Sacri- 
* fice for fin to God upon earth, as our 
* High-Prieſts do 2 No, faith Crellins, 
his ſufferings were only a preparation for 
his Prieſthood in Heaven: But did he 
* then offer up ſuch a Sacrifice to God in 
* Heaven? 7es, ſaith Crellius, Ze made 
an Oblation there. But is that Oblation 
* ſuch a Sacrifice to God for ſin, as 
our High-Prieſts ofter > Yes, faith 
” 3 Crellius, 
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Crellius, it may be called ſo by way of al. 
lufion. © Well then, ſay they, you grant 
* that your Jeſus is only a High-prieſt 
«* by way of alufron, which was againſt 
« your firſt deſign to prove ; viz. That 
* he was, a true Zigh-Prieſt, and more 


* excellent than ours. But ſuppoſe it * 


* be by way of alluſion, doth he make 
* any Oblation to God in Heaven or not? 
No, faith Crel/ius, really and truly he doth 
not : for all his Office doth reſpeft us, but 
the benefits we enjoy coming originally from 
the kindneſs of God, you may call it an 
Oblation to God if you pleaſe. But how is 
* it poſſible then, ſay the Fews, you can 
ever convince us, that he is any 
* High-Prieft, or Prieſt at all, much 
* leſs, that he ſhould ever exceed the 
* Aaronical High-Prieſts in their Office? 
* for we are affared, that they do offer 
* Sacrifices for ſin, and that God is a- 
toned by them : but if your Zigh- 
Prieſt make no atonement for ſin, he 
falls far ſhort of ours, and therefore 
we will ſtill hold to our Levitical 
Prieſthood, and not forfake that for 
one barely Metaphorical, and having 
nothing really anſwering the name of 
a High-Prieſt. Thus the force of all 
the A4pofiics Arguments 1s plainly taken 

away, 
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away, by what Cre/ius and his Brethren 
aſſert concerning the Prieſthood of Chriſt 


But Cre/ius thinks to make it good by —_— 
ſaying, That things that are improper and 11 7:8. 56. 
figurative, may be far more excellent than ?- 547- 


the things that are proper, to which they 
are oppoſed; ſo that Chriſt's Prieſthood 
may be far more excellent than the Aaront- 
cal, although his be only figurative, and 
the other proper. But the queſtion is nor, 
Whether Chriſt's Prieſthood by any other 
adventitious conſiderations, as of greater 
Power and Authority than the Aaronzical 
Prieſts had, may be ſaid to be far more 
excellent than theirs was ; but, Whe- 
ther in the notion of Prieſthood, it doth 
exceed theirs > Which it 1s impoſlible 
to make good, unleſs he had ſome pro- 
per Oblation to make unto God, which 
in it ſelf did far exceed all the Sacrifices 


| and Offerings under the Law. 
IV. But what that oblation of Chriſt in clus de- 
Heaven was, which had any correſpon- £*2y5 the 
dency with the Sacrifices under the Law, Pf 
our Adverſaries can never athgn ; nay, Chriſt. 


when they go about it, they ſpeak of it 
in ſuch a manner, as makes 1t very evi- 
dent they could heartily have wiſhed 
the Epiſtle to the /Tebrews had ſaid as 
little of the Prieſthood of Chrift, as they 
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ſay, any other part of the New Teſta- 
ment doth. Thence Smalcius and Crel- 
lius inſiſt fo much upon the Prieſthood of 
Chriſt, being diſtinitly mentioned by none 
but the Author to the Hebrews ; which, 
fay they, had ſurely been done, if Chriſt 
had been a proper Prieſt, or that Office in 
him diſtin from his Kingly, Which 
ſufficiently diſcovers what they would 
be at ; viz. That the Teſtinony ot the 
Author to the 7Zebrews, is but a ſingle 
Teſtimony in this matter ; and in truth, 
they do ( as far as is conſiſtent with not 
doirs it in expreſs words ) wholly take 
away the Prieſthood of Chritt : For what 
is there which they ſay his Prieſthood 
implies, which he might not have had, 
{uppoſing he had never been called a 
Prieſt > His being in Heaven, doth not 
imply that he is a Prieſt, unleſs it be 
impoſſible for any but Prieſts ever to 
come there : /7is Power and Authority 
over the Church, doth not imply it; for 
that power is by themſelves confeſſed to 
be a Regal power : his readineſs to uſe 
that power, cannot imply it, which 1s 
the thing Smalcius inſiſts on; for his 
being a King'of the Church, doth nece(- 
farily imply his readineſs to make ule of 


his power for the good of his Church. 
x His 
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His receiving his power from God, doth 
not imply that he was a Prieſt, although 
Cre/llius inſiſt on that, un'eſs all the Kings 
of the Earth are Priefts by that means 
too, and Chriſt could not have had a 
ſubordinate power ,as King, as well as 
Prieſt. But his death is more implied, 
faith Crellius, in the name of a Prieſt 
than of a King ; true, .if his death be con- 
ſidered as a Sacrifice, but not otherwiſe : 
For what is there of a Prze/t in bare dy- 
ing, do not others ſo too? But this re- 
preſents greater tenderneſs and care in 
Chriſt, than the meer title of a King : 
What kind of Xing do they imagine 
Chriſt the mean while, it his being ſo, 
did not give the greateſt encouragement 
to all his ſubjects 2 nay, it is plain, the 
name of a Xing muſt yield greater com- 


215- 


fort to his people, becauſe that implies 


his power to defend them, which the 
bare name of a Frze/# doth not. So that 
there could be no reaſon at all given, 
why the name of a Zigh-Prieſt ſhould 
be at all given to Chriſt, if no more 
were implied in it, than zthe exerciſe of 
his power with reſpet to us, without 
any proper oblation,to God : For here is 
no proper Sacerdotd] ac at all attributed 


to him; ſo that upon their hypotheſis, 
P- 4 the 
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the name of High-Prieft, is a meer in- 
ſgnificant: title uſed by the Author to the 
Hebrews, without any foundation at all 
for it. By no means, faith Cre//us, for his 
expiation of fin is implyed by it, which is 
not implyed in the name of King : True, 
if the expiation of ſ1n were done by him 
in the way of a Prieſt by an oblationto 
God, which they deny ; but though 
they call it Expzation, they mean no 
more than the exerciſe of his d;vine power 
in the delivering his people. But what 
parallel was there to this in the expiation 
of {ins by the Levitical Prieſthood: that 
Lerit. 4. was certainly done by a Sacrifice offer- 
on * 3% ed to God by the Prieſt, who was there- 
by faid zo exprate the fins of the people: 
how comes 1t now to be taken quite in 
another ſenſe, and yet ſtill called by the 

{ame name 2 | 
No pro- V. But this being the main thing ih- 
per exp'3- ſiſted on by them, I ſhall prove trom 
belongs | Their own Principles, that no expzation 
ro Chriſt ' of ſin in their own ſenſe can belong to 
in HY Chriſt in Heaven, by vertue of his Ob- 
Creliubis lation of himſelf there, and conſequent- 
doctrine 1y that they muſt unavoidably over- 
throw the whole notion of the Prieſt- 
hood of Chriſt. For this we are to con- 
ſider, what their notion of the expzat:- 
. on 
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ox of fins is, which is ſet down briefly 
by Crellius in the beginning of his dif- 
courſe of Sacrifices, © There is a tWOs Cre. cap. 
4 fold power, ſaith he, of the ſacrifice 19: /##-2+ 
& of Chriſt towards the expiation of fin, 
* one taking away the guilt and the pu- 
* niſhment of fin, and that partly by 
* declaring, that God will do it, and giv- 
* ing us a right to it, partly by actual 
* deliverance from puniſhment ; the o- 
© ther is by begetting Faith in us, and fo 
* drawing, us off from the practice of ſin: 
Now the fir{t and laſt Cre/ius and Soci- 
ns attribute to the death of Chriſt, as 
that was a confirmation of che Covenant 
God made for the remiſſion of fin ; and 
aS it was an argument to perſwade us to 
believe the truth of his Doctrine ; and 
the other, viz. the aftual deliverance from 
puniſhment, 1s by themſelves attributed 
to the ſecond coming of Chriſt ; for then 
only, they ſay, the juſt ſhall be atu- 
ally delivered from the puniſhment of ſin, 
Viz. eternal death ; and what expiation 
is there now left to the Oblation of 
Chriſt in Heaven? Doth Chriſt in 
Heaven declare the pardon of fin any 
other way than it was declared by him 
upon Earth 2 What efficacy hath his Ob- 
lation in Heaven upon perſwading 
| men 
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men to believe 2 or is his ſecond coming, 
when he ſhall fit as Judge, the main part 
of his Prieſthood ; for then the expiation 
of ſins in our Adverſaries ſenſe is moſt 
proper 2 And yet nothing can be more 
remote from the notion of Chriſt's Przeft- 
hood, than that is ; ſo that expiation of 
fins according to them can have no re- 
ſpect at all to the Oblation of Chriſt in 
Heaven , or (which is all one in their 
ſence) his continuance in Heaven to his 
ſecond coming. Tes, ſaith Cre//zus, his 
continuance there, 1s a condition in order 
to the expiation by aftual deliverance, and 
therefore it may be ſaid, that God is as 
it were moved by it to expiate fins. The 
utmoſt then, that is attributed to Chriſt's 
being in Heaven, in order to the expia- 
tion of ſins, is that he muſt continue 
there without doing any thing in order 
tot ; for if he does, it muſt either reſpe&t 
God or us : but they deny (though con- 
trary to the importance of the words, 
and the deſign of the places where they 
are uſed) that the terms of Chrif?'s in- 
terceding for us, or being an Advocate 
with the Father for us, do note any reſpect 
to God, but only tous; it he does any 
thing with reſpe& to us in expiation of 
ſin, iti muſt be either declaring, po 
ing, 
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ding, or actual deliverance ; but it is 
none of theſe by their own aſſertions ; 
and therefore that which they call Chri/'s 
0Llation, or his being in Heaven, ſigni- 
fies nothing as to the expzatzon of in : 
and it is unreaſonable to ſuppoſe that a 
_ thing, which hath no influence at all up- 
on it, . ſhould be looked on as a condition 
in order to it. From whence it appears, 
that while our Adverfſaries do make the 
exerciſe of Chriſt's Prieſthood to reſpect 
#s and not God, they deſtroy the very 
nature of it, and leave Chriſt only an 
empty name without any thing anſwer- 
ing to it: But if Chriſt be truly a Z77gh- 
Prieſt, as the Apoſtle aſſerts that he js, 
from thence it follows that he muſt have 
areſpe&t to God in offering up gifts and 
ſacrifices for fin : which was the thing to 
be proved. 
' VT. 2. That Chriſt did exerciſe this ;,;,: ;.. 
Prieſtly Office in the Oblation of him- Provesthe 
ſeif fo God upon the Croſs. Which 3nd 
ſhall prove by two things. 1. Becauſe Expiatory 
the death of Chriſt is faid in Scripture Pcrifce 
to be an Offering, and a Sacrifice to God. jation = 
2. Becauſe Chriſt is ſaid to offer up him- God. 
ſelf antecedently to his entrance into 
Heaven. 1. Becauſe the death of Chriſt 
is ſaid to be an offering and a ſacrifice to 

; God, 
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God, which is plain from the words of 
St. Paul, as Chriſt alſo hath loved us, and 
given himſelf for us, an offering and a ſa- 
crifice to God, for a ſweet-ſmelling ſavour. 
Our Adverſaries do not deny that the 
death of Chriſt is here called an O-lation, 
but they deny, © That it is meant of an 
* Expiatory Sacrifice, but of a Free-will 
<« offering ; and the reaſon Crellius gives 


ro /e3.47. © ;5, becauſe that phraſe of a ſiweet-ſmell- 


<« 10g ſavour is generally and almoſt al- 
* waysuſed of ſacrifices which are not Ex- 
* piatory ; but if ever they be uſed of an 
* ExpiatorySacrifice,they are not applied 
* to that which was properly expiatory 
* 1n it, v/z. the offering up of the blood, 
« for no ſmell, ſaith he, went up from 
* thence, but to the burning of the fat, 
* and the Kidneys, which although re- 
* quired to perfect the expiation, yet 
* not being done till the High-Prieſt re- 
© turned out of the Holy of Holies, hath 
* nothing correſpondent to the expiato- 
« ry Sacrifice of Chriſt, where all things 
* are perfe&ted before Chriſt the High- 
* Prieſt goes forth of his Sanctuary. 
How inconſiſtent theſe Jaſt words are 
with what they aſſert concerning the 
expiation of ſin by actual deliverance at 


the great day, the former diſcourſe hath 
n | already 
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already diſcovered. For what. can be 
more abſurd, rhan to ſay, that all things 
which pertain to the expiation of fin are 
perfefted before Chriſt goes forth from his 
Santuary, and yet to make the moſt pro- 
per e:pzation of ſin to lie in that act of 
Chriſt which is conſequent to his going 
forth of the Sanfnary, viz. when he pro- 
ceeds to judge the quick and the dead. 
But of that already. We now come to a 
punctual and direct anſwer, as to which 
two things muſt be enquired into. 
1. What the importance of the phraſe of 
a ſweet-ſmelling ſavour is ? 2, What the 
Sacrifices are to which that phraſe is ap- 
plied? 1. For the importance of the 
phraſe. The firſt time we read it uſed in 
Scripture was upon the occaſion of 
Noah's Sacrifice after the flood, of which 
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it is ſaid, that he offered burnt-offerings on ;., q ... 
the Altar, and the Lord ſmelled a ſavour of 21. 


reſt, or a ſweet ſavour. Which we arc 
not wont to imagine in a groſs corpo- 
real manner, as Cre//zus ſeems to under- 
ſtand it, when he ſaith, the Zlood could 
not make ſuch a ſavour as the fat and the 
Kidneys ; tor ſurely, none ever thought 
the ſmell of fleſh burnt was a /weet-ſmel- 
ling ſavour of it ſelf, and we muſt leaſt 
of all imagine that of God, which Por- 


phyry 
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phyry faith, was the property only of 

the worſt of Dzmons to be pleaſed, and 

as it were, 7o grow fat, zi; x Twv ein 

Perplyr. de 790 % oagxav xvioomus, with the ſmell and 
abftinent. vapours of blood, and fleſh, (by which 
i. 42. teſtimony, it withal appears, that the 
ſame fteams in Sacrifices were ſuppoſed 

to ariſe from the 4lood as the fleſh -) But 

we are to underſtand that phraſe in a 

ſenſe agreeable to the divine nature, 

which we may eaſily do, if we take it 

in the ſenſe the Syriack Verſion takes it 

in, when it calls it, Odorem placabilita- 

tis, or the ſavour of reſt, as the word pro- 

perly ſignifies ; for mM is the word 
foxmed from the Verb 12 which is uſed 

for the reſting of the Ark, v. 4. of the 

ſame Chapter, and ſo it imports a ref 

after ſome commotion, and in that ſenſe 

is very proper to Atonement , or that 
whereby God makes his anger to reſt ; 

» {o Aben Ezra upon that place expounds 
the Savour of reſt, to be ſuch a onewhich 

makes God ceaſe from his anger : Thence 

in Hiphil ran ſignifies to appeaſe, or to 

make peace ; in which ſenſe it is uſed 

by R. Solom. upon Iſa. 27. 5. Munſter 

tells us the ſenſe is, Deus nunc quievit ab 

ira & placatus fuit, and to the fame pur- 

poſe Yatablus : which ſenſe is moſt a- 

| greeable 
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greeable to the deſign of the following 

words, in which God expreſſeth his great 
kindneſs, and the Lord ſaid in his heart, 

I will not again curſe the ground any more 

for mans ſake ; which are words highly 
expreſſing, how much God was propi- 

tiated by the Sacrifice which Noah a” 

ed, and therefore Joſephus doth well in- 51:34 .4s- 
terpret this to be a proper Expiatory Sa- *i7. 7ud. L 
crifice ; that God would now be atoned, " ©® 
and ſend no more ſuch a deluge upon the 

world , which he ſaith was the ſubſtance 

of Noah's prayer, when he offered this 
Burnt-oftering, and that God would re- 

cerve his Sacrifice #, pu wiv foylw tim 

Tip yi Gunz Az, That he would no 

more receive ſuch diſpleaſure. againſt the 

earth : So that the firſt time ever this 
expreſſion was uſed, it is taken in the 

proper ſenſe of an Expzatory Sacrifice. 

VIE. And by that the ſecond enquiry Cretiw his 
may be eaſily reſolved ; viz. What kind ae 
of Sacrifices it doth belong to, which we kinds of 
ſee in the firſt place is, to expiatory, fecritics: 
which Cre//zus denies by a great miſtake, 
of the ſenſe of the phraſe, and of the 
nature of the Offerings, concerning which 
this expreſiion is moſt uſed ; viz. Helo- 
cauſts, as thought thole were not Expia- 
tory Sacrifices: But if we can make it 

appear, 
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appear, that the Zolocauſts were Expia- 
tory Sacrifices, then it-will follow, that 
this phraſe doth moſt properly agree to 
a Sacrifice deſigned for Expiation. But 
Crellius here ſpeaks very confuſedly con- 
cerning Sacrifices , oppoſing. Holocauſt 
and Freewsl/-offerings to Expiatory Sacri- 
fices ; whereas the Freewi-offerings might 
be Expiatory, as well as Euchariſtical;that 
denomination not reſpecting the end the 
Sacrifices were deſigned for, but that the 
preciſe time of ifing them was not 
determined by the Law ; as in the ſtated 
and ſolemn Sacrifices. For-the general 
diſtribution of Sacrifices, ſeems proper 
into - Propitiatory and Euchariſtical ; 
which diſtin&ion is thought by ſome to 
hold from the firſt time we read of Sa- 
crifices in Scripture ; becauſe the Sacri- 
fice of Cain was of the fruits of the ground, 
and of Abel, of the Firſtlings of his flock. 
Although there ſeems to be nothing 
meant' by this difference of Sacrifices, 
but the diverſity of their imployments, 
cither of them Sacriticing according to 
them ; and I cannot ſay what ſome do, 
that the reaſon of God's rejeQting Cair's 
Sacrifice, was becauſe it was not deſigned 
for expiation. But the praQtice of after 
ages, wherein we have a fuller account 
ot the grounds of the ſeveral Sacrifices, 

makes 
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makes it apyear, that the Expiatory Sa- 
crifices betoreithe Law, were all» Barut- 
offerings ; -and-of all thoſe who were nor 
under the'particular obligation of that 
Law : As is:plain in the .Expiatory Sa- 
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crifices of Fob for his ſons; and tor his Job y. 5. 


friends, which:were Bwat-offerings.; and 4* 5: 


among the Ferds;' all the ,Sacrifices that 
were offered: up beforethe't Levitical 
Lab, were; as the Jews themſelves tell 
vs, only Burnt-offerings : "And alter. the 
(etling of their. Worſhip 4mong: them- 
ſelves, they» dic«.receive Burnt-offerings 


for:expiation from: ſtrangers, as Mr. Sel-7, 


Selden de 
ure N45 ON 
ent. iapad 


den at large proves from the Fewi/h Wris Ebre, |. 3. 


ters. It feems: then very-trange, that © 


ſince Burnt-offerings belore the Law were 
Expntory, and under the Law they cons 
tinued {o:for ſtrangers, they ſhouid be 
of: another . nature. for + the Jews them- 
telves. .But what: reaſon: is there for it 


4n the 'Text? nopthe leaſt that | can find, 


but -expreſly. the contrary.» For 1n the 


begmning of' Leviticus, where:the Law 


tor Burnt offerings 15 delivered, the.words 
are, And che jhall put his hand upon the 


accepted for him, to make atonement for 
him ; which is as much as is ever laid of 
any Expiatory Sacrifices : And in the 

Veric 


., 
- 


JT 6.19, 


head of the: Burnt-offering, - and it ſhall be x gc. rg, 
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Verſe before, where we render 11vYy 
of his own voluntary will; it is by the vul- 
gar Latin rendred, Ad placandum fibi Do. 
minum ; by the Syriack- Verſion, Ad pla- 
cationem fibi obtinendam 4 Domino ; and 
to the ſame purpoſe by the Chaldee Pa- 
raphraſt ; but no one Verſion confidera- 
ble that ſo. renders it, as to make; Burnt- 
offerings to. be Free-will offerings here, 
which are ſpoken of diſtintly, and by 
themſelves-afterwards: And the Chaldee 
Paraphraft,::Fonathan thus. explains, This 
is the Law 'of the Burt-offering ; 1.e. 
Quod wenit arl expiandum'pro cogitationi- 
bus'cordy; but alchough the Fews benot 
fully agreed what the Burnt-offerings were 
deſigned .to-  expiate, yet they conſent 
that they were of an Expiatory nature. 
Which -might. make us: the: more won- 
der, that Crel/zs and others thoauld ex- 
clade chem from it; : but the only reaſon 
given by him is, -becaufe they are diſtin- 
guiſhed:from Sacrifices far ' fin, as though 
no Sacrifices-were of an. Expiatory i na- 
ture-but they, and then .the- 7reſpaſs- 
offerings muſt be excluded roq, for they 


- are diltinguiſhed from Se Age es well 


as the other. The ignorance-df the Fews 


in the reaſon of ther -own: caſtoms, hath 
been an; eccafion of: great miſtakes a- 
; | mong 
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mong, Chriſtians, -concerning the nature 
of them-{; -when they judge of them ac- 
cording to the blind or uncertain conje- 
Kures which they make concerning 
them : $0 that\the Text is oft-times far 
clearer. thin; their Commentaries are. 
Setting: aide then the intricate and un- 
ſatisfactory nicetics of the. Fewz/þ Wri- 
ters, about [the ſeveral :reaſons of the 
Barnt-offerings: and Sin. and Treſpaſ- 
offerings,” and-the diiferenccs they make 
between them, which are: fo various and 
incoherent,” T ſhall propoſe this conje- 
Qure concerning the different reaſons of 
them, -viz,: That ſome Sacrifices were 
aſſumed into the Jewiſh Religion, which 
had-been: long inule in the world before, 
and. were:comron to.them with rhe Pa- 
##zarchs, and all thoſe who in that age 
of. the world did fear and ferve God, and 
ſuch. were. the Burnt offerings for expia- 
tion. of- f10, and: the fruits. of the earth 
by way of gratitude to God. Other Sa- 
crifices were inſtituted among them, with 
4 particular'reſpect to themlclves, as a 
people governed by the Laws of God : 
And theſe wete of ſeveral forts; 1. Sym- 
bolica/, of Gad's preſence among them, 
ſuch was the daily Sacrifice, inſtituted as 
a teſtimony of God's preſence, Exod.zy. 

2 from 
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from v..38.. to the' end.” 2.” Occafional, 
for ſome great mercies vouchſafed to 
them, as the Paſſover and the Solemn Fe- 
ſtivals, &c. J. Expiatory, for the ſins 
committed againſt their Law : And theſe 
were of three forts ; 1. :Such as' were 
wholly conſumed to the honour of God, 
which were the Burnt- offerings: 2. Such, 
of which ſome part was conſumed upon 
the Altar, and ſome part fell-to the ſhare 
of the Prieſts ; and theſe were either ſins 
particularly enumerated by God himſelf, 
under the WR, dr elſe generally.com- 
prehended under the M89! as being al- 
lowed to be expiated, becauſe commit 
ted through. inadvertency, - 3. 'Such, 
whereof 'a leſs part wasconfumed, as in 
the Peace-offerings of the Congregation; 
mentioned Levit. 2.3. 19. 'Whereof hs 
blood was. ſprinkled, only the inwards burit, 
and the fleſh not eaten by the perſons that 


offered them, as it was:in the, Prace-afer- 


ings of particular perſons (of whichas 
being private Sacrifices;' T have here no 
occatiion to ſpeak ) but only: &y the Prieſts 
in the Court 3 and theſe had ſomething 
of expiation in them . Fo>rhence, ſaith 
Vatablus, the : Peace offering was called 
by the Greeks T2, #8. Expiatorium, 
and the LXX-commonly render it, buzz 

owl? 5, 
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awe, and. feveral of the. Jews think 
the reaſon of the-name was, 7 hat it made 
peace between God and him that offered it : 
But the great reaſon I inſiſt on, is, Be- 
cauſe all the things which were uſed in 
an Expiatory Sacrifice, were in this too; 
the ſlaying of the Beaſt,, the ſprinkling 
of the biood, and the conſumption of 
ſome part of it upon the Altar, as an 
Oblation to God, which are the three 1n- 
gredients of an Exptatory Sacrifice; for 
the (bedding of the blood, noted the bear- 
ing the puniſhment of our iniquity ; and, 
the ſprinkling of it on the Altar, and 7he 
conſuming of the part of the Sucrifice, or 
the whole there, that it was deſigned for 
tie expiation of ſin. From whence it 
follows , that the phraſe of a ſweet- 
ſmelling {avour, being applied under the 
Law to Expiatory Sacrifices, 1s very pro- 
perly uſed by St. Paul, concerning 
Chriſt's giving up him:elf to us : to that 
from this phraſe, nothing can be inter- 
red contrary to the Expiatory nature of 
the death of Chriſt, but rather it is fully 
agreeable to it. 
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VIII. But Crellius hath. yet a farther What in- 


cad fluencerhe 
Argument, to prove that Chriſt's death ,qazrion 


cannot be.here mcant as the Expiatory of the it: 


Sacrifice ; viz. That the notion of a ſacris 


* Crifice had 
ON CxP1a- 


Z fi Ce, tion. 
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Crel. cap. fice, doth confiſt in the oblation whereby 


the thing is conſecrated tothe honour and 
ſervice of God to which the maftation is 
but a bare preparation ; which he proves, 
| Becauſe the "ſlaying the ſacrifice might be- 
long to others beſtdes the Prieſts, Ezek. 44. 
xO, I1. but the.oblation only to the Priefts. 
To this I anſwer, x. The madtation may 
Le conlidered two. ways, either with a 
reſpet to the bare /»/trument of taking 
away the life, or to the defign of the 
Offerer of that which was to be ſacrificed: 
As the matation hath a reſpe& only to 
the inſtruments, ſo it 15'no otherways 
to be conſidered than as a puniſhment ; 
bur as it. hath-a reſpect to him. that de- 
Hgns it for' 2 Sacrifice, ſo the ſhedding 
ot the blood, hath an immediate influ- 
ence on the expiation of ſin. And that 
by this clear Argument, The blood is ſaid 
to make an' Atonement for the ſoul; and the 
reaſon giver is,becaule zhe life of the fleſh 
is in the blood : So that which was the 
life, is the great thing which makes the 
Atonement ; and when the 4lood was ſhed, 
the /ife was then given ; from whence it 
follows, that the great efficacy of the (a- 
crifice 'for Atonement lay in the ſhedding 
of the 'blood for that end. Thence the 
Apoſtle attributes remiſſion of fins - 

| tic 
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the auaruywans, the ſbedding of the 
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Hood ; and not tothe bare O2/ation of it Heb 9-22: 
on the Altar, or the carrying it into the | 


Holy of Holies, bath which ſeem to be 
nothing elſe but a more ſolemn repre- 
ſentation of that 4lood before God, 
which was already ſhed for the expiation 
of ſins, which was therefore neceſfary to 
be performed, that the concurrence of 
the Prieſt might be ſeen with the facri- 
fice in order to expiation. For if no 
more had been neceſſary but the bare 
ſlaying of the Beaſts, which was the 
meanelt part of the ſervice, the people 
would never have thought the inſticutj- 
on of the Prieſthood neceſlary, and leaſt 
of ail that of the A7ieh-Prieſt, unleſs 
ſome ſolemn action of his had been per- 
formed, ſuch as the eatring into the 
Holy of Holies, on the day of expiati- 
on, and carrying it, and ſprinkling the 
blood of the fin-offerizg in order to the 
expiation of the fins ot the people. And 
it is obſervable, that althovgh the Levi- 
tical Law be ſilent in the common Sacri- 
fices, who were to kill them whether 
the Prieſts or the Levites; yet on thar 
day whereon the HHigh- Prieſt was to ap- 
pear himſelf for the expiation of ſin, it 
is expreſly ſaid, that he (hould not only 

Q 1 kill 
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Levit. 16. &;// the bullock of the fin-offering, which 
"23"  # for himſelf, but the goat of the Jin-offer- 


ing, which is for the people. And al- 


though the Talmudi/ts diſpute from their 


Traditions on both ſides, whether any: 


one elſe might on the day of expiation, 
ſlay the ſin-offterings beſides the High- 


Prieft ; vet it is no news for them rg 


diſpute againſt the Text, and the Talmud 
it {elf is' clear, that the Figh-Prieſt did 
Coaex7c93 3x, From whence it appears, there was 
on __ ſomething peculiar on that day as to the 
je. 4 flying of the fix-offerings ; and it our 
Advertaries opinion hold good, that the 


Sacrifices 'on the day of expiation did, if 


z0t atone, yet'chiefly repreſent the Sacrifice 
of Chriſt, no greater argument can be 
brought egainſt themſelves than this is, 


for the office of the Z/7gh-Prieſt did not 


begin at his carrying the Z/ood into the - 


Holy of Holies, but the ſlaying the ſacri- 
fice did! beiong ro him too : from whence 
it will unavoidably follow, that Chriſt 
did not enter upon his Office of Zigh- 
Prieſt, when he entred into Heaven, but 
when the Sacrifice was to be ſlain which 
was deſigned for the expiation of fins. 
It 1s then to no purpoſe at all, if Crellius 
could prove that ſometimes in ordinary 
Sacrifices, (which he will net ſay, the 

Sacrifice 


a. — ——Y | —— 7 
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Sacrifice of Chriſt was repreſented. by) 
the-Levites might kill the beaſts for Sa- 
crifice ; for it appears, that in theſe Sa- 
crifices, wherein themſelves contend that 
Chrilt's was repreſented, the office of the 
High- Prieſt: did not begin witlhi-entring 
into the Santtuary, 'but with the madta- 
t10u of that. Sacrifice whoſe blood was 
to be carried in thither. Therefore it 
we ſpeak oi the bare inſtruments of ma- 
ation in the death of Chrift, tliole were 
the Jews, and we make not them Przeſts 
in it, tor they aiuned at no more than ta- 
king away his lite (as the Pope among 
the Romays, and thoſe whoſe bare Office 
it was tO i1]] the beaſts for Sacrifice a- 
mong the Jews did :) but if we conſider 
it with a reſpect. to him that offered up 
his life to God, then we ſay, that Chriſt 
was the Z7igh-Prieſt in doing, it; it be- 
iog deſigned for the expiation.o fin ; 
and by vertue of this 4/ood fbed for that 
end, he enters into Heavcn as the Holy 
of Holies, there ever living to make inter- 
cefſion for us. But the vertue of the con- 
ſequent a&s, depends upon the efficacy 
of the 4lood ſhed for expiation ; other- 
wiſe the Zigh-Prieſt might have centred 
with the ſame effe&t into the Holy of 
Holies with any other blood beſides rhat 

which 
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which was ſhed on purpoſe as a /in-offer- 
ing, for expiation of the fins of the peo- 
ple ; which it was unlawful for him todo. 
And from hence it is, that the Apoſtle 
to the Hebrews inſiſts ſo much on the 
compariſon between the 4lood of Chriſt, 
Het o ., 20d the blood of the legal ſacrifices, and: 
'4. 12. 2 the efficacy of the one far above the o- 
10, ther, inits power of expiation ; which 
| he needed not to have done, if the ſhed-: 
ding of his blood, had been only a pre- 
paration for his entrance on his Przeſt- 
hood in Heaven. So that the proper no- 
tion of a Sacrifice for fin, as it notes the 
giving the life of one for the expiation 
of rhe ſins of another, doth properly lie 
in the matation, though other facriticial 
ats may be conſequent upon it. So it 
was in the animales hoſtiz among 
the Romans, in which, ſaith Macrobiug, 
Sola anima Deo ſacratur : of which he 
Mecrob.Sa- tells us Virgil properly ſpeaks in thole 

© s. * words, | 
Hanc tibi Eryx meliorem animam pro 

morte Darets. 


And that we may the better underſtand 
what he means by the anima here, he 


faith elſewhere (as Macrobius and Servi- 
- So Us 
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us obſerve out 'of' his excellent Skill and 
accuracy in the Pontifical rites) 


Sanguire plataſtis' ventos & virgine 
c&ſa, | 
Cum primum Ihacas Danai wvenifts ad 
- © Aras: 
' Sanguine quarendi reditus, animaque 
litandum 
Argolica. 


Which ſhews, that the expiation was 
ſuppoſed to lie in the 4/ood which they 
called the Soul, as the Scripture doth. 
And the. Perfrans, as Strabo tells us, Jook- 
ed upon the bare mafation as the Sacri- 
fice, for they did not porricere as, the 
Romans called it, they laid none of the 
parts of the Sacrifice upon the Altar to 
be conſumed there, 71s 5Þ Juyi; pam 7% Sirabol.rs. 
iects Io ev Oc GAs 5 8318, For 
God regarded nothing but the Soul in the 
ſacrifice : which words Enſtathius like- Euftath. in 
wiſe uſeth. upon Homer, of the Sacri- 7" #6: 
fices of the Magz. And Strabo affirms Stravo 1. 3. 
of the ancient Lyfitan;, that they cut off 
nothing of the Sacrifice, but conſumed 
the entrails whole ; but though ſuch 
Sacrifices which were for divination 
were not thought expiatory, and _ 

ore 
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fore different from the animales hoft;e, 
yet among the Perftans, every Sacrifice 
had areſpedt to expiation of the whoſe 
people. For Herodotus ' tells us, that 
every one that offers Sacrifice among 
Herod. 1.1. them, @@o1 Toior TTzeomor. NG TESETR 7 Mi 
veIati x, Ta [S2mA%, prays for good to all 
Perſians and the King, But thus much 
may ſerve to prove againſt Crel/zus, that 
the madtation in an Expiatory Sacrifice, 
was not a meer preparation to a Sacrifice, 
but that it was a proper Sacrificial act, 
and conſequently that Chriſt acted as 
High-Prieſt, when he gave hinſelt for 
us, an offering and a Sacrifice to God for 

a ſweet-ſmelling ſavour. 
Whether IX. Butthis will further appear from 
Oblation thoſe. places wherein Chriſt is ſaid to ofer 
of himſelf up himſelf once to God : the places to this 
God we Purpoſe are, Heb. 7. 27. Who needeth 
in Heaven #0t daily as thoſe High-Prieſts to offer up 
Bo Sacrifice, firſt for his own fins, and then 
' for the Peoples, for this he did once, when 
he offered up himſelf. Heb. g. 14. How 
much more. ſhall the blood of Chriſt, who 
through.the eternal Spirit offered himſelf 
without ſpot to God, purge your Conſcience 
from dead works, to ſerve the living God. 
V.25,26,,27, 28, Nor yet that he ſhould 


offer himſelf often, as the High-Prie ” 
Se ; treth 
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frethi into' the holy place every year with 
the blood of others; for then muſt he often 
have ſuffered" fince the foundation of the 
World : but now. once in the end of the 
World hath be' appeared to put 'away. fin by 
the Sacrifice of | himſelf. And as it 1s ap- 
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pointed to men once to die, but: after an | 


the Fudgement : Jo Chriſt was once offere 

26 bear the ſins ' of - many, aiid unto them 
that look for him'iſhall'he appear the ſecond 
time without fin unto falvation. Heb. 10. 
ro, 11, tz. By the*which will-we.are ſan- 
fRiffed through: the' offering of. the Body of 
Jeſus: Chrift -once for 7 :L And every 
High- Prieſt, ſtandeth daily miniſtring and 
offering oftentimes the ſame ſacrifices, which 
can"never take away fins + but this man af- 
ter he: had offered one ſacrifice for ſins for 
ever; ſate down on-the right hand of God, 


To thele places Credius gives this an- cy11. cap. 
{wer,\-That the name of Oblation as ap- 19./e#.54- 


*-plyed to':Qhrit; (primarily Hgnifies 
* Chriſt's firſt entrance into Heaven, and 
© appearance. before the face of God 
*:there, but conſequently the: continur 
*:ance of that appearance ; ſo that when 
*.a thing 1s once! actually exhibited and 
© !pretented, it is faid to be once offered, 
*-although being offered, it-always re- 
* mains 1n the fame place, and ſo may: 
. 
be 


+ a 
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* be ſaid to. be a.continual Oblation, 
* Butthis-firſt appearance, ſaith he, hath 
«a peculiar agreement with the' legal 
*  Oblation ; and therefore the name of 
* Oblation:dotb \maſi- properly belong 
< to that, \hecauſe.Chriſt'by this means 
* obtained- that -power. on. which the 
+ perie& remiſſion of. our ſins depends : 
* but although the continuance of that 
< appearance, {eems..only 'iconſequenti- 
* ally to have the :name of Oblation 
* belonging'to it,.yetin its: own nature, 
* it hath @ nearer.-conjuadtion with the 
« effect ofthe Oblation,viz. the remidljon 


© of fins; or. deliverancevfrom-puniſh- 


*  ment;- afa&d-doth of it felf confer more 
* to it than the other doth: {- And there- 
< fore. in. regard of.that, 'Chriſt is ſaid 
* moſt 'perfetly to. exerciſe his Prieſt- 


PEE '* hood, and to offer and intercede for 
\ +:...,-:<-us, from the time he is (aid to (it dowa 


« at-the right hand' of God. Againſt 
this | Eg I ſhall prove. theſe two 
things, - 1. That ir-is incoherent;-: and 
repugnant-to 'it ſelf. 2. That it by no 
means agrees to the places before menti- 
oned.. . 1. That it is incoherent and re- 
pugnant to it ſelf in two things. 1. In 
making that to be the proper Oblation 


1a correſpondency to the Oblations un 
$7 2 the 
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the Law, which hath no immediate re- 
ſpe to the expiation - of fins. - 2. In 
making that to have the moſt immedi- 
ate reſpect to the expiation of ſms, which 
can in no tolerable ſenſe be-called an 04- 
lation. For the firſt, ſince Crelzns faith, 
that the proper notion of OZ/azzon is to 
be-taken from the O#latzons in the 'Lewvz- 
tical Law, we muſt. confider what it 
was there, and whether Chrif's-firſt en- 
trance into Heaven 'can have -any cotre- 
ſpondency with it. An-.04/2rron under 
the Law was in general, any thing which 
was immediately dedicated to God, but in 
a more limited fenle it was proper to 
what was dedicated' to him.'by way of 
Sacrifice according to the appointments 
of the Levitical Law. We: are not now 
enquiring what was properly called an 
Oblation in other Sacrifices,: but in thoſe 
which then were for expiation -of in ; 
And in the Oblation was, firſt of the 
perſons for whom the Sacrifice was offer- 
ed. So in the Burnt-offering, the perſon 


who brought .it, was zo offer it at the Lev. 1 


_ door of the Tabernacle of the Congregation : 
i.e. as the Jews expound it, at the en- 
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trance of the Court: of the Prieſts, and - 


there he was ?o lay his hands upon the 
bead of it, and. it ſhall be accepted for him 
fo 


V. 4- 
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to. make atonement for ' him. This Offer: 
ing was made before the Beaſt was flair; 
after;;the [killing the beaſt, then zhe 
:Priefts.:were* to make. an Offering of the 
blood; 'byi: ſprinkling. it round about the 
Altar of .Burnt-offerings ; the reft of the 
blood; faythe Fes; was. poured out by 
the Priefts,,at the South-ſide of the. Altar 
upon the fobndation;where the two holes 
were -for: the paſſage"inzo the Channel; 
which conveyed theblosdinto the valley 
of Xidren'; thus the bloorf being offered; 
the parzs:ofthe beaſt, were by the Priafs 
to be lajd upon the "Altar, and there they 
were alto be conſumed by. fire 5 and then 
it was callex:au Offerthgf'made by fire; of ' 
a ſweet ſavour unto the:Lord.. The tame 
rites were uſed in the'Pearemofferines, and 
Treſplfo-offerings, as to the' laying op:of 
hands; ; and the fprinkling the blood, and 
conſumingefame part by fire: and in the jfn- 
offer ings; there was to be-the' ſame impo- 
ſitiop of hands: but concerning the /prink- 
ling of the blood, atnd the way of conſu- 
ming the remainders:of rheSacritice,there 
was this-.coaſiderable difference ; that in 
the common -fin-offer ings. for particular 


Lev. 4.25, perſons, . the blood: was ſprinkled upon the 


39. 


horns of the Altar of.'Burnt- offerings, but 
in the fin-offerings {or the Kigh-Prieſt and 
the 
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the Congregation, or all the People, he 
was to carry the blood within the San- __ 
fuary, and to ſprinkle of it ſeven times be- © 
fore the Veil of the Sanftuary ; and ſome of 
the blood was to be put upon the horns of. 
the Altar of Incenſe ; but the remainder 
of the blood, and the ſame things ( which 
were offered by fire in Peace- offerings ) 
were to be diſpoſed of accordingly, on 
the Altar of Burnt-offerings. And withal, 
there was this great difference, that in 
other /1n-offerings the Prieſts were to eat 


' the remainder of the ſacrifice in the Holy 


place ; but in theſe there was nothing to 

be eaten by them ; for the whole Bullock Lev.6. 36. 
was to be carried forth without the Camp, 

and there he was to be' burned till all were 
conſumed. For it was an expreſs Law, 

That no fin offerings, whereof any of the Lev-4 11, 
blood is brought into the Tabernacle of the © 
Congregation, to reconcile withal in the 

Holy place, ſhall be eaten : it ſhall be burnt Lev. 6. 30. 
in the fire. Ail the difference that was 

on the great day of Atonement, was this, 

that the ZZigh-Prieft himſelt was to ſlay 

the S-offerings, and then 7o carry the 

blood of them into the Holy of Holies, and Lev.16.14, 
there was to ſprinkle the blood with his fin- *5: 

ger towards the Mercy-ſeat ſeven times : af- 


ter which,and the ſending away the ſcape-goat, 
R the 
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All things 


neceſſary 
to a legal 
oblation 

concur in 
the death 
of Chriſt. 
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the ceremonies were the ſame for the Atone- 
ment of the people,which were at other ſolemn 
fin-offerings, for the Prieſt or the people. 
X. From all which being thus laid 
together, we ſhall obſerve ſeveral things, 
which are very material to our purpoſe : 


1. That in the Oblations which were 
made for expiation of ſins, the difference 
between the maCtation and the oblation, 
did ariſe from the difference berween the 
Prieſt and the Sacrifice. - For the Prieſt's 
Office was to atone, but he was to atoxe 
by the Sacrifice; on which account, al- 
though the Prieſt were to offer the Sacri- 
fice tor himſelf, yet the oblation did not 
lie in the bare preſenting himſelf before 
God, but in the preſenting the 4/ood of 
that Sacrifice, which was ſhed in order 
to expiation, If we could have fuppo- 
ſed, that the Zigh- Prieſt under the Law, 
inſtead of offering a Goat for a Six-offer- 
ing for the people, on the day of Arone- 
ment, ſhould have made an oblation of 
himſelf to God, by dying for the expia- 
tion of their fins: In this caſe,his death be- 
ing the Sacrifice, and himſelf the Prieft, 
the matation, as 1t relates to his own ad, 
and lis oblatzon had been one and the fame 
thing. For his death had been nothing 
elſe, but the offering up himſelf to God, 
in 
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in order to the expiation of the ſins of 
the people; and there can be no rea- 
ſon, why the oblation muſt be of necel(- 
ſity ſomething conſequent to his death, 
ſince all things neceſſary to a perfect 
oblation do concur in it. For where 
there is ſomething ſolemnly devoted to 
God, and in order to the expiation of 
ſins, and by the hand of a Przeft, there 
are all things concurring to a legal oblati- 
on ; but in this caſe, all theſe things do 
concur, and therefore there can be no 
imaginable neceſlity of making the obla- 
tion of Chriſt, only conſequent to his 
Aſcenſion, ſince in his death all things 
concur to a proper oblation. In the 
Law, we grant that the oblation made 
by the Prieſt, was conſequent to the 
death of the beaſt for Sacrifice ; but the 
reaſon of that was, becauſe the beaſt 
could not offer up it ſelf to God, and God 
had made it neceſſary, that the Prieſt 
ſhould expiate ſins, not by himſelf, but 
by thoſe Sacrifices, and therefore the 
oblation of the blood was aſter the Sacri- 
fice was ſlain; neither could this have 
been ſolved barely by the Prieſt's ſlaying 
of the Sacrifices ; tor this being an act of 
violence towards the beaſts that were 
thus killed, could not be a proper obla- 
R 2 tion, 
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tion, which muſt ſuppoſe a conſent an- 
tecedent to it. All which ſhewed the 
great imperfeCtion of the Levitical Law, 
in which ſo many ſeveral things were to 
concur, to make up a ſacrifice for -/in : 
viz. The firſt offering made by the party 
concerned, of what was under his domi- 
nion ; viz. The beaſt to be ſacrificed at 
the door of the Tabernacle of the Congre- 
gation, but the beaſt not being able to 
ofter up it ſelf, it was neceſſary for the 
offering up its blood, that it muſt be 
ſlain by others ; and for the better un- 
derſtanding, not only of the efficacy of 
the Zlood, but the concurrence of the 
Prieſt tor expiation, he was to take the 
blood, and ſprinkle ſome of it on the Altar, 
and pour out the reſt at the foundation 
of it. But ſince we aſſert a far more 
noble and excellent Sacrifice, by the Son 
of God freely offering up himſelf, to be 
madea Sacrifice for the ſins of the world, 
why may. not this be as proper an ola- 
tion made -unto God, as any was under 
the Law; and far more excellent, both in 
regard of the Prieſt and the Sacrifice: 
why ſhould his oblation of himſelf then 
be made only conſequent to his death 
and reſ{urreftion? Which latter, being 


by our Adverſaries made not his own 
act, 
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act, but God's upon him, and his entrance 
into Heaven, being given him (as they afſ- 
ſert) as a reward of his ſufferings, in what 
tolerable ſenſe can that be called an 94- 
lation of himſelf, which was conferred 
upon him as a reward of his former ſuf- 
ferings 2 From whence it follows, that 
upon our Adverſaries own grounds, the 
death of Chriſt may far more properly 
be called the o4/atzon of himſelf, than his 
entrance into Heaven; and that there is 
no neceſſity of making the oblation of 
Chriſt conſequent to his death, there 
being ſo great a difference between the 
Sacrifice of Chriſt, and that of the Sacri- 
fices for fin under the Levitical Law. 

2. We obſerve, That the oblation as 
performed by the Prieſt, did not depend 


_ upon his preſenting himſelf before God, 


but upon the preſenting the 4lood of a 
Sacrifice, which had been already /lazz 
for the expiation of fins. It the Prze/# 
had gone into the ZZoly of /Zolies, and 
there only preſented himſelf before the 
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Mercy-ſeat, and that had been all requi- 


red in order to the expiation of ſins, there 
had been ſome pretence for our Adver- 
ſaries making Chriſt's preſenting himſelf 
in Heaven, to be the oblation of himſelf 
to God ; but under the Law, the efficacy 
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of the Figh-Prieſt's entrance into the 
Holy of Holies, did depend upon the 
blood which he carried in thither, which 
was the blood of the Sin-offering, which 
was already ſlain for the expiation of fins; 
And in correſpondency to this, Chriſt's 
efficacy in his entrance into Heaven, as it 
reſpets our expration, muſt have a re- 
{pet to that Sacrifice which was offered 
up to God antecedent to it. And I won- 
der our Adverſaries do ſo much inſiſt on 
the 77igh-Prieſt's entring into the moſt holy 
place once a year, as thotgh all the expi- 
ation had depended upon that ; whereas 
all the promiſe of expzatzon, was not up- 
on his bare entrance into it, but upon 
the 4/ood which he carried along with him, 
and ſprinkled there: In correſpondency to 
which, our Saviour 1s not barely ſaid, to 
enter into Heaven, and preſent himſelf to 
God, but that he did this by his own Blood, 
having obtained Eternal Redemption for us, 
3. Weobſerve, That there was fome- 
thing correſpondent in the death of 
Chriſt, to ſomewhat conſequent to the 
oblation under the Law, and therefore 
there can be no reaſon to ſuppoſe, that 
the oblarion of Chriſt muſt be conſe- 
quent to his death : for that deſtroys the 
correſpondency between them. Now this 
appears 
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appears 1n this particular, in the ſolemn 
Sacrifices for fin, after the ſprinkling of the 
blood, which was carried into the ZZoly 
place to reconcile withall, all the remainder 
of the Sacrifice was to be burnt without the 
Camp, and this held on the day of 4rone- 


_ ment, as well as in other Sin-offerings ſor 


the Congregation. Now the Author to 
the Zebrews tells us, That in correſpon- 
dency to this, Feſus that he: might ſan- 
Hifte the people with his own Blood, ſuffer- 
ed without the gate : What force is there 
in this, unleſs the blood of Chriſt did an- 
{wer to the Sin-offcrings for the people, 
and his oblation was ſuppoſed to be 
made before; and therefore that he 
might have all things agreeable to thoſe 
Sin-offerings,the laſt part was to be com- 
pleated too; viz. That he was to ſuffer with- 
out the gate; which after the peoples ſettle- 
ment in Feru/alem, anſwered to the being 
burnt without the Camp in the Wilderneſs. 
4. We obſerve, That the Obſation in 
Expiatory Sacrifices under the Law, by 
the Prieſt, had always relation to. the 
conſumption of what was offered : Thus 
the oftcring of the ood, in token of the 
deſtruction of the lite of the beaſt, whoſe 
blood was offered; for no 4lood was to 
be offered of a /iving creature, nor of one 
R 4 killed 
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killed upon any other account, but for 
that end to be a ſacrifice for fin, and after 
the ſprinkling and pouring out of the 
blood, the irwards of ſome, and all of 
the other, were to be conſumed by fire. 
And it is obſervable, that the greater the 
Sacrifice for fin was, always the more 
was conſumed of it ; as appears plainly by 
the forementioned difference of the Sin- 
offerings for private perſons, and for the 
people ; of the former, the Priefts were 
: allowed to eat, but not ar all of the lat- 
ter. And ſoit was obſerved among the 
Egyptians, in the moſt ſolemn Sacrifices 
for expiation, nothing was allowed to 
be eaten of that part which was deſigned 
for that end. For Herodotus gives us 
an account why the Egypriaxs never eat 
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ture; which is, That when 
they offer up a Sacrifice, they 
make a ſolemn execration upon 
it, that if any evil were to 
fall upon the perſons who Sa- 
crificed, or upon all Egypt, it 
might be turned upon the head 


of that beaſt: And Plutarch 


adds, that after this ſolemn 
execration, They cut off the 
head, and of old, threw it in- 

to 
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to the River, but then gave it to ſtran- 
gers. From which cuſtom we obſerve, 
that in a ſolemn Sacrifice for expiati- 
on, the guilt of the offenders, was by 
this rite- of execration ſuppoſed to be 
transferred upon the head of the Sa- 
crifice, as it was in the Sacrifices among 
the Jews, by the laying on of hands ; x:9z.cy- 
and that nothing was to be eaten of what 7p. 1. 7. 
was ſuppoled to have that guilt trans- Font 
fered upon it. From hence all Expia- Symp. 1'. 
tory Sacrifices were at firſt whole Burnt- 29-3. 
offerings, as appears by the Patriarchal 
Sacrifices, and the cuſtoms of other 
Nations, and among the Jews themſelves, 
as we have already proved in all ſolemn 
ofterings for the people. And although 
in the ſacrifices of private perfons, ſome 
parts were allowed to be eaten by the 
Prieſts; yet thoſe which were deligned 
for expiation were conſumed. So that 
the greater the offering was to God, the 
more it implied the Conſumprion of the 
thing which was ſo offered : How ſtrange- 
ly improbable then is it, That the Ob- 
lation of Chriſt ſhould not ( as under 
the Law ) have reſpe& to his death and 
ſufferings; but to his entrance into Hea- 
ven, wherein nothing is ſuppoled to be 
conſumed, but all things given him 
with far greater power, as our Adver- 

| ſaries 
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{aries ſuppoſe, than ever he had before. 
But we ſee the Apoſtle parallels Chriſt's 
ſuffering with the burning of the Sacrifices, 
and his 4lood with the 4lood of them, 
and conſequently his offering up him- 
ſelf, muſt relate not to his entrance into 
Heaven, but to that af of his whereby 
he ſuffered for ſins, and offered up hy 
blood as a Sacrifice for the ſins of the 
world. 

Xf. From all which it appears ; how 
far more agreeably to the Oblations un- 
der the Law, Chriſt is ſaid to offer up 


not be the himſelf for the expiation of fins by his 


Oblation 


of himſelf 


death and Sufferings, than by his entrance 


mention. into #Zeaven ; For it 1s apparent, that 


ed. 


the OZlations in expiatory Sacrifices un- 
der the Law, were ſuch upon which the 
expiation of fin did chiefly depend ; but 
by our Adverſaries own confeſſion, 
Chriſt's oblation of himſelf by his en- 
trance into Heaven, hath no immediate 
reſped at all to the expiation of fin : on- 
ly as the way whereby he was to enjoy that 
power by which he did expiate fins, as 
Cre/ljus ſaith ; now, let us conſider, what 
more propriety there is in making this 
preſenting of Chriſt in Heaven to havea 
correſpondency with the legal Oblations, 
than the'oftering up himſelf upon the 


Croſs.For, 1. on the very fame reaton that 
his 
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his entrance into Heaven is made an OZ- 
lation, his dzath is ſo too; viz. Becauſe 
it was the way whereby he obtained the 
power of expiation ; and far more pro- 
erly ſo than the other, ſince they make 
Chriſt's entrance and power the reward 
of his ſufferings, but they never make 
his ſitting at the right hand of God, the 
reward of his entrance #yto Heaven. 2 His 
offering up himſelf to God upon the 
Croſs, was his own act, but his entrance 
into Heaven was God's, as themſelves 
acknowledge, and therefore could not in 
any propriety of ſpeech be called Chri/?'s 
offering up himſelf.3.1f it were his own act, 
it could not have that reſpe& to the ex- 
piation of ſins, which his death had ; for 
our Adverſaries ſay, that his death was 
by reaſon of our fins and that he ſuffer- 
ed to purge us from fin ; but his entrance 
into Heaven was upon his own accounr, 
to enjoy that power and authority,which 
he was to have at the right hand of God. 
4. How could C brif S entrance znto 
Heaven, be the way for his enjoying 
that power which was neceſſary for the 
expiation of ſin, when Chriſt before his 
entrance into Heaven, faith, that all po- Matth. 28. 
| wer was given to him in Heaven and Earth : '* 
and the reaſon affigned in Scripture of 
that power and authority which God 
gave 


Phil. 2.8,9. 


252 Of the Sufferings 
gave him is, becauſe he humbled himſelf, 
and became obedient to death, even the 
death of the Croſs : So that the entrance 
of Chriſt into Heaven, could not be the 
means of obtaining that power which 
was conferred before ; but the death of 
Chriſt is mentioned on that account in 
Scripture. 5. If thedeath of Chriſt were 
no expiatory Sacrifice, the entrance 
of Chriſt into Heaven could be no 04. 
lation proper to a High-Prieſt; tor 
his entrance into the Holy of Holies, was 
on the account of the 4/ood of the 4n 
offering which he carried in with him. 
If there were then no Exptatory Sacri- 
fice before, that was ſlain for the ſins of 
men ; Chriſt could not be ſaid to make 
any Oblation in Heaven, for the Oblati- 
on had reſpect to a Sacrifice already lain; 
ſo that if men deny that Chriſt's death 
was a proper Sacrifice for ſin, he could 
make no Oblation at all in Heaven, and 
Chriſt could not be ſaid to enter thither, 
as the Higb-Prieſt entred into the Holy 
of Holies with the blood of the Sacrifice; 
which is the thing which the Author to 


Chl ann Hebrews aſſerts concerning Chriſt. 
—_ XII. 2. There is as great an incon- 
Heaven in ſiſtency in making the exerciſe of Chriſt's 
On power in Heaven,an OZlatios in any ſenſe, 
onto God. 4511 making, Chriſt's entrance into Hea- 
ven, 
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ven,to be the Ob/ation which had corre- 
ſpondency with the Oblations of the Law. 
For what is there which hath the leaſt re- 
ſemblance with an O-/ation in it 2 Hath it 
any reſpect to God, as all the legal Oblati- 
ons had? no ; for his interceſſion and power, 
Crellius ſaith, reſpes us, and not God. Was 
there any Sacrifice at all in it for expzation? 
how is it poſſible,that the meer exerciſe of 
power ſhould be called a Sacrifice > What 
analogy is there at all between them 2 
And how could he be then faid moſ? per- 
fetly to exerciſe his Prieſthood, when there 
was no conſideration at all of any Sacr#- 
fice offered up to God? ſo that upon theſe 
ſuppoſitions the Author to the Hebrews 
muſt argue upon ſtrange fimilitudes, and 
fancy reſemblances to himſelf, which it 
was impoſlible for the Jews to underſtand 
him in, who were to judge of the nature 
of Prieſthood and Oblations in a way a- 
grecable to the Inſtitutions among them- 
ſelves. But was it poſlible for them to 
lnderſtand ſuch OZlations and a Prieſt- 
hood which had no reſpect at all to God, 
but wholly to the People ; and ſuch a 
entrance into the Holy of Holies without 
the blood of an Expiatory Sacrifice for the 
ſins of the people 2 Burt ſuch abſurdities 
do men betray themſelves into, when 
they are forced to ſtrain expreſs places 
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of Scripture to ſerve an hypotheſis, which 
theythink themſelves obliged to maintain. 
XIH. We now come to ſhew that this 
creliu his Interpretation of Cre/zus doth not agree 
ſenſe re- with the circumſtancesof the places before 
phe: Mentioned, which will eafily appear by 
cumſtan- theſe brief conſiderations. 1. That the 
ces of the Apoſtle always ſpeaks of the offering of 
Heb. 7.27. Chriſt as a thing paſt and once done, ſo as 
9. 26. 19. wot to be doae again; which had been 
I very improper, if by the Oblation of 
Chriſt, he had meant the continual ap- 
pearance of Chriſt in Heaven for us, 
which yet is, and will never ceaſe to be 
till all his enemies be made his foot-ſtool, 
2. That he ſtill ſpeaks in alluſion to the 
Heb. 9.12, Sacrifices which were in uſe among the 
13.10.4-5- Fews , and therefore the Oblation of 
Chriſt muſt be in ſuch a way as was a- 
greeable to what was uſed in the Levitz- 
cal Sacrifices, which we have already at 
large proved he could not do in our Ad- 
verſaries ſenſe. 3. That the Apo/tle 
ſpeaks. of ſuch a Sacrifice for fins to which 
the ſitting at the right hand of God was con- 
ſequent ; {o that the Oblationantecedent 
to. it muſt. be properly that Sacrifice for 
ſingwhich he offered to God ; and there- 
tore the exerciſe of his power for expiati- 
on of fins, which they ſay is meant by /1t- 
ting 
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ting at the right hand of God, cannot be Heb. 10. * 
that Sacrifice for ſins : Neither can his **: 
entrance into Heaven be it, which in what 
ſenſe it can be called a Sacrifice for fins, 
ſince themſelves acknowledge it had no 
immediate relation to the expzation of 
thein, I cannot underſtand. 4. The A- 
poſtle ſpeaks of ſuch an Offering of Chriſt 
once, which if it had been repeated, 
doth imply, that Chriſt's ſufferings muſt 
have been repeated too. For then muſt 
he often have ſuffered ſince the foundation Heb. 9.16. 
of the World : but the repeated exerciſe 
of Chriſt's power in Heaven doth imply 
no neceſlity at all of Chriit's frequent 
ſuffering, nor his frequent entrance into 
Heaven ; which might have been done 
without ſufering, therefore it muſt be 
meant of ſuch an offering up himſelf 
as was implyed in his death and ſufferings. 
5. He'ſpeaks of the offering up of that Heb-10-5, 
body which God gave him whey he came © 
ito the World ; but our Adverſaries de- 
ny, that he carried the ſame Body into 
Heaven, and therefore he mult ſpeak nos 
of anoffering of Chriſt in Heaven, but 
What was pertormed here on Earth. But 
here our Adverfaries have ſthewn us a 
tryal of their ski'!, when they tel] us 
with much confidence that the World 
into 


— 


Of the Sufferines 

into which Chriſt is here ſaid to come, is 
not to be underſtood. of this World, but 
of that to come, which is not only con- 
trary to the general acceptation of the 
word when taken abſolutely as it is here, 
but to the whole ſcope and deſign of the 
place. For he ſpeaks of that World, 
wherein Sacrifices and Burnt- offer ings were 
aſed, and the Levitical Law was obſer- 
ved, although nor ſufficient for perte&t 
expiation, and fo reje&ed for that end; 
and withal he ſpeaks of that World 
wherein the chearful obedience of Chriſt 
to the will of his Father was ſeen, for 
he faith, Zo 7 come to do thy will, O God, 
' which is repeated afterwards ; but will 
they ſay, that this World was not the 
place into which Chriſt came to obey 
the Wl of his Father 2 and how could 
it beſo properly ſaid of the future World, 
Lo I come to do thy will ; when they 
make the delign of his aſcenſion to be 
the receiving the reward of his doing and 
ſuffering the will of God upon Earth? 

XIV. But yet they attempt to prove 
from the ſame Author to the Hebrews, 


Heb. 7.26. that Chriſt's entrance into Heaven, was 
s-4+ 7-16- neceſſary to his being a perfe&t High 


Prieſt ; for he was to Le made higher 


than the Heavens ; and if he were on earth, 
he 
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he ſhould not be a Prieſt; but he was a 
Prieſt after the power of an endleſs life : 
Neither could he, ſay they, be a perfett 
High- Prieſt, till thoſe words were ſpoken 
to him, Thou art my Son, this day have I 


begotten thee ; which as appears by other * * 
laces, was after the Reſurreftion : But 
all the ſufferings he underwent in the world, 
were only to qualifie him for this Office tn 
2.17. 


Heaven ; therefore it is ſaid, That in all 

things it behoved him to be made like un- 

to his brethren, that he might be a mer- 

ciful and faithful High-Prieſt, &c. This 

is the ſubſtance of what 1s produced by 

Crellius and his Brethren, to prove that _ , _ 

Chriſt did not become a perfe&t High 1o.fca 5s. 

Prieſt, till he entred into Heaven : But 

it were worth the knowing, what they 

mean by a perfett High-Prieſt ; Is it 

that Chriſt did then begin the Office of 

a Z7igh-Prieſt, and that he made no of- 

fering at all beſore 2 No, that they dare 

not aſſert at laſt, but that there was no 

perfett Sacrifice offered for fin, otherwiſe 

Socinus contends, That Chrift did offer 

upon earth, and that for himſelf too : SO Sin. pre- 

that all kind of offering is not excluded ##:c. wr. 

by themſelves, before Chriſt's entrance 

into Heaven : Butif they mean by per- 

fea High-Prieſt in Heaven, that his -— 
3 ce. 
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fice of Figh-Prieſt was not conſummated 
by what he did on earth, but that a very 
conſiderable part of the Prieſthood of 
Chriſt was ſtill remaining to be perform- 
ed in Heaven ; it is no more than we do 
freely acknowledge, and this 1s all we ſay 
is meant by thoſe places : For the Apoſtles 
deſign 1s to prove, the excellency of the 
Prieſthood of Chriſt above the Aaronzical,; 
which he doth, not only from the ex- 
cellency of the Sacrifice which he offer. 
ed, above the blood of Bulls and Goats 
but from the excellency of the Prieſt, 
whodid excel the Aaronical Prieſts ; both 
in regard of hi calling from God, which 
is all the 4po/tle deſigns, Heb. 5.5. not 
at all intending to determine the time 
when he was made, but by whom he was 
made 1igh-Prieſt, even by. him that had 
ſaid, Thou art my Son, &c. and in regard 
of the excellency of the Sanftuary which 
he entred into , which was not an earth- 
ly, but a heavenly Sanftuary ; and in re- 
gard of the perpetuity of his fun@ion 
there, Not going in once a year, as the 
High-Prieſts under the Law did, but 
there ever living to make interceſſion for 
45 : Now this being the Apoſtles delign, 
we may eaſily underſtand why he faith, 
That be was to be aheavenly High- __ 
| an 
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and if he hail been oj earth, he could not 
have been a Prieſt : The meaning of 
which is ohly this, that if Chriſt's Of- 
fice had ended in what he did or earth, 
he would'not have had ſuch an excellen- 
ey as he-was ſpeaking of ; for' then he 
had ceaſed tobe ar all ſuch a Figh-Prieft, 
having no'ZZoly of Folies to go into, 
which ſhould' as much tranſcend the 
erthly Sandndry, as his Sacrifice did 
the blood of Buffs and Goats : Therefore 
in correſpondency to that' Priz/thood , 
which he did {6 far excel in aff the'parts 
of it, he was not to end his Prieſthool 
meerly with he 4/ood which was thed for 
a Sacrifice, but he was to carry 1t into 
Heaven, and preſent it before God, and to 
fe a perpetual lnterceſſor in the behalf of 
{ his people : And ſo was in regard of the 
\ perpetuity of his Office, a Prieſt after 
"the Law of an endleſs life : But leſt rhe 
people ſhould imagine, that ſo great and 
excellent a ZZigh-Prieſt, being, fo far ex- 
alted above them, ſhould have no ſenſe 
or compaſſion upon the infirmities of his 
people, therefore to encourage them to 
adhete to him, he tells them, That he 
was made like to his Brethren; and 
therefore they need not doubt, but by 


the ſenſe which he had of the infirmi- 
S 2 ties 
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ties of humane nature, he will have pz 
ty on the. weakneſſes of his people; 
which 1s all the Apoſtle means by thoſe 
expreſſions. So that none of theſe pla- 
ces do deſtroy the Prieſthood of Chriſt on 
earth, but only aſſert the exce/excy, and 
the continuance of it i» heaven: Which 
latter, we are as far from denying, as 
our Adverſaries are from granting the 
former. And thus much may ſuffice for | 
the ſecond thing, to prove the death of | 
Chriſt a proper ſacrifice for ſin ; viz. The 
Oblation which Chriſt made of himſelf to 
God by it. 


CHAP. 
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I, 


- CHAP. VL. 


That the effetts of proper Expiatory Sa- 
crifices belong to the death of Chri/t, 


. whicheither reſpe@ the fin or the perſon. 


Of the true notion of expiation of fin, 


as attributed to Sacrifices. Of the im- 


portance of BD, as applied to them. 
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Socinus his proper ſenſe of it examined. 
IT. Crellius -hus Objetions anſwered. 


Il. The Fews notion of 123, The Sa- 
crifices:not . bare conditions of pardon, 
nor. expiated meerly as a ſlight part of 
obedience. IV. God's expiating fin, de- 
ftroys not expiation by Sacrifice. V. The 
importance of 1ualzei7 ow and 22147 


.. relating to Sacrifices. V1. Expiation 


attributed to the Sacrifice of Chriſt, in 
the ſame ſenſe that it was to other Sa- 
crifices. VI.. Ws. from thence, and the 
places of Seripture which mention 2t, 
proved not to be meerly declarative. 
If it had been ſo, it had more proper- 
ly belonged to his Reſurrettion than his 
death.V[II:7 he Death of Chriſt not taken 
Metonymically for all the Conſequents 


. of it ; becauſe of the peculiar effetts of 


the death of Chriſt in Scripture. IX. And 
Sy 3 becauſe 
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"becauſe Expiation is attributed to him 
antecedently to his entrance into Hea- 
ven. X. No diſtjnitipn'in Scripture of 
the effeits of Chriſt's entrance into Hea- 
ven from his fitting at the right hand 
of God. XI. The _—_ an Expia- 


tory Sacrifice, reſpetting the perſon, be- 
long tothe death of 'Chrift,” which are 
Atonement and Reconciliation. Of the 
ſignification of nec ant iMarze Sa, 
Xll. The Recouciligqtion by Chriſt's 
death, doth tot meerly reſpect us, but 
God ;; why rhe latter lefs:uſed in the 
New Teſtament. 4 twofold" Reconcilia- 
tion with" God mentioned in" Scripture. 
Crelliushis evaſion anſwered: XIII. The 
Objettions from God's bing" econciled 
in the fending his Sou. NIV. And the 
inconfitency of the Freeneſs of Grace 
with the Deftrine of Satisfattion anſwer- 
ed, and the whole concluded.' 


Of the 1.7 MWOHE laft thing: \to prove the 

true noti., ." * ff © death of Chriſt a'proper Ex- 

on of Ex- 7 I Sue ; | 
piatory Sacrifice, is, That the 


piation, 2$ 


urrbord eſſe of # proper Sacrifice for ſin arc 
ces. attribured' ro it. Which do either re- 
ſpe the fixs committed, and are then 
called Expiation and Reniijſiog,-or the 
perſons who were guilty of them, as they 


ſtand 
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ſtand obnoxious to the diſpleaſure of 
God, and fo the eftet of them is Atone- 
meat and Reconciliation. Now theſe we 
ſhall prove do moſt properly and imme- 
diately refer to the death of Chriſt ; and 
are attributed to it, as the procuring 
cauſe of them ; and not as a bare condi- 
tion of Chriſt's entrance into Heaven, or 
as comprehending in it the conſequents 
of it. I begin with the Expzation and 
Remiſſion of fins ; as to which Socinus 


doth acknowledge, That the great cor- $,;,. 4. 
- reſpondency doth lie between Chriſt's and Chriſto ſer- 


Vas. Þ. 2. 
L. 13. 
Crell. cap. 


tion of fins had to the Sacrifices under 12/#. 26: 


the Legal Sacrifices. We are therefore 
ro enquire : 1. What reſpect the Expia- 


the Law. 2. In what ſenſe the Expia- 
tion of ſins is attributed to the Sacrifice 
of Chriſt : For the due explication of 


_ the reſpe&t which Expiation of fins had 


to the Legal Sacrifices, we are to con- 
ſider in what ſenſe Expiation is under- 
ſtood, and in what reſpec it is attribu- 
ted to them. For this we are to en- 
quire into the importance of the ſeveral 
phraſes it is ſet forth by, which are 525 
and RUN in the Old Teſtament, xa092- 
elgew, eyd2ww, MeoxsSz in the New ; 
all which are acknowledged by our Ad- 


verſaries to have a peculiar reſpe@ to the 


S 4 Exptation 
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Expiation made by a Sacrifice. We ſhall 
begin with the former, becauſe Cre/ius 
objects this againſt Grotius, That he im- 
ployed his greateſt diligence in the expli- 
cation of the Greek and Latin words for 
Expiation of fin, and was contented only 
fo ſay, that the Hebrew words would bear 
the ſame ſrgnification : Whereas. faith he, 
he ought to have proved, that the Hebrew 
words do require that ſenſe which he takes 
them in. But by Cre/lius his leave, Gre- 
tius took the beſt courſe was to be taken 
in words, whoſe fignification is ſo ob- 
ſcure as thoſe are in the Hebrew Lan- 
guage. For "ED being ſo very rarely 
uſed in Scripture in that which Socinus 
and Crefius contend to be the proper and 
natural ſignification of it; viz. To hide 
or cover, and fo ſrequently in the ſenſe 
of Expiation, what better way could be 


taken for determining the ſenſe of ir, as | 


applied to Sacrifices, than by iofiſting up- 


on thoſe words which are uſed in the - $ 


New 7eſtament , to the very ſame pur- 
poſe that NE) is uſed in the old > For 
thcy cannot pretend that which they ſay 
15 the moſt proper ſenſe, can be applied 
to this ſubjeR, viz. To cover with pitch, 
or a btuminous matter, which is called 
1E2 Gen, 6, 14. therefore it muſt of ne- 

ccllity 


Tone EEE, ne ia: CY i Ba) 


of CHRIST. 265 


ceſſity be taken in anther ſenſe here. 
But Socinus contends, That it ought to be 
taken in a ſenſe moſt agreeable to that, 
which is, {aith he, that the Expiation of 
fin be nothing elſe, but the covering of it, Secin 
by God's grace and benignity. Thence, faith hg 
he, David ſaith, Bleſſed is the man whoſe 
iniquity is covered. But how can this Pſal. 32. 1. 
prove, that the proper ſignification of 
ZE) as applied to fin,is covered by God's 
Grace, when neither the word 722 is here 
uſed, nor 1s there any reſpect at all men- 
tioned of an Expiation by Sacrifice, 
which is the thing we are diſcourling of ? 
And is the covering of fin ſuch an eaſie 
and intelligible phraſe, that this ſhould 
be: made-choice of to explain the diffi- 
culty of 122 by 2 What is it that they 
would have us underſtand by the cover- 
ing fin? ſurely not to make it ſtronger 
and more laſting, as the Ark was cover- 
ed, with that bituminous matter for that 
end, and yet this would come the near- 
eſt to the proper ſenſe of "25. So that 
from'their own interpretation it appears, 
that "22 as applied to the expiation of 
{in by Sacrifices, cannot be taken ſo much 
as in alluſion to that other ſenſe; for 
their ſenſe of Expiation, is either by the 
deſtruction of ſin, or deliverance of the 
ſinner 
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ſinner from the puniſhment of it, but 
what reſemblance is there between the 
covering of a thing, in order to its pre- 
ſervation, and the making it not to be, 
or at leaſt deſtroying all the power of it? 
But ſuppoſing we thould grant that it 
hath ſome alluſion to the ſenſe of cover- 
ing, why muſt it neceſſarily be ſuppoſed 
to be done by the meer Grace of God, as 
excluding all antecedent cauſes which 
ſhould move ro it 2 would not the pro- 
priety of the ſenſe remain as well, ſup- 
poſing a moving cauſe, as excluding, it ? 
What ſhould hinder, but that God may 
be ſaid as well to cover fin upon a Sacri- 
fice as zo forgive it, and this is very fre- 
quently uſed upon a Sacrifice, That the 
fin ſhall be forgiven 2 But yet them- 
ſelves acknowledge, that the Sacrifices 
were conditions required in order to ex- 
piation ; if then "22 hath an immediate 
reſpect to God's immediate favour and 
benignity,how.comes it to be uſed where 


Aa condition is neceſſarily ſuppoſed in or- 
” dertoit ? Had it not been more agreea- 


ble to this benignity of God to have 
pardon'd fin without requiring any ſa- 
crifice for it, than ſo ſtrictly inſiſting up- 
on the offering up Sacrifice in order to it, 


and then declaring that the /in 3s Now 
ted, 
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ted, and it ſhould be forgiven > from hence 
we-ſee that there is no neceſſity why 123 
ſhould be uſed as applyed to ſacrifices in 
a ſenſe moſt agreeable to that of cover- 
img with pitch, nor that it is not poſſible 
ir ſhould have ſuch a ſenſe when applyed 
to//ims; and withal that it is very con- 
fiſtent with an antecedent condition to it, 
and: therefore can by no means deſtroy 
latisfaction. 


. H.-Tes, faith Crelius, it doth, for ex- cy; his 


piation is explained in the Law by non im- ObjeQi- 
putation, Deut..2 1.8. Be merciful, O Lord, 55. 


anto thy people Iſrael whom thou haſt re- 
deemed; and lay not innocent blood unto 
thy ' people of Urael's charge ; and the blood 
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fhall: be forgiven ' them. But not to im- {a.g. 


pute, ſaith he, aud to recerve true and 
full ſatufaftion overthrow each other : and 
fo expiation being the ſame with that, 
will overthrow it too, To this I anſwer, 
t. Tgrant that 785 is here uſed both as 
applyed to God; and to the fin, and that 
the ſenſe of it is uſed as to the people, when 
the prayer is that God would not lay it to 
thei> charge, which-is the ſame with ex- 
plating of it. 2. We are to conſider, 
what the foundation of this Prayer was, 
viz. the ſlaying of the Heifer for expiation 
of the uncertain murder ; and when the 

Elders 
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Elders had waſhed their hands over the 
head of the Heifer, then they were to 
proteſt their own innocency, and to uſe 
this. prayer. RW 1y07 185 Expiate 
thy people Iſrael, &c. 1. e. accept of this 
Sacrifice as an expiation for them, and 
ſo charge not on them the innocent 
blood, &c. and upon-.doing of this. it is 
ſaid, 2771 DR W331), and the blood ſhall 
be expiated, i.e. as the YVulgar Latin 
explains it, the guilt of the blood ſhall be 
taken from them. But how then ſhould 
the expiating ſin upon a Sacrifice ſlain in 
order thereto, - deſtroy that ſatisfaction 
which we aſſert by the blood of Chriſt 
being ſhed in order to the expiation-of 
our ſins? Nay, it much rather ſheweth 
the conſiſtency and agreeableneſs of theſe 
one with another. For we have before 
proved,. that the Sacrifice here did expi- 
ate the fin by a ſubſtitution, and bear- 
ing the guilt which could not have been 
expiated without it. But Cre/ius further 
urgeth, that God himſelf is here ſaid to 
expiate, and therefore. to expiate cannot 
figniffe to atone or ſatisfie ; in which ſenſe 
Chriſt may be ſaid to expiate too, not by 
atoning or ſatisfying, but by not imputing 
fins, or taking away the puniſhment of them 


by his power. To which we need no 
other 


of CARIST. 


other anſwer than what Cre/;us himſelf 
elſewhere gives, viz. that Socinus never 
denies but that "9D doth fignifie to appeaſe 
or. atone ; which is molt evidently proved 


from the place mention'd by Grotius,Gen. neger, $0 


cinus hoc 


32. 20. MMAA VID MER Expiabo fa- 
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Cum non 


wverbum 


ciem ejus in munere, faith the interlineary p1acana; 


Verſion, placabo illum muneribus, the Vulg. /snifcati- 
onem ha- 


: bere. Crell. 
LXX. and all the circumſtances of the «. 20. /e#. 


Lat. £&Z:A%oouay To megmmoy ary, the 


place make it appear to be meant in the 
proper ſenſe. of appeafing the anger of a 
perſon by ſomething which may move 
him to ſhew favour. And if Cre/zus 


will yield this to be the ſenſe of expzati- 


os as applyed to the Sacrifice of Chriſt, 
he need not quarrel with the word ſatis- 


fation. But why ſhould he rather at- 


tribute that ſenſe of expiation to Chriſt, 
which is alone given to God, wherein 
the expiation is attributed to him that 
receives the Sacrifice: rather than to 
him that offers the ſacrifice in order to 
the atonement of another ? ſince it is ac- 
knowledged that Chriſt did offer a ſa- 
crifice ; and therefore there can be no 
reaſon why that ſenſe of expiation ſhould 
not belong to him, which was moſt pe- 
culiar -to that; which we ſhall now 
thew to be of the {ame kind with what 

is 
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is here. mentioned, viz. an appeaſiyo b 

a gift offered! up to God. So we find 
the word uſed to the ſame; ſenſe, 2' Sam. 
21. 3. "DR DN o mw ZZAgmuI), and 
wherewtith ſhall Tmake the Atonement, i. e. 
wherewith' ſhall I fatisfie you for all 
the wrong which Sau! hath done unto 
you? and we ſee afterwards it was by 
the death of Savul's ſons. In which'place 
it cannot-be'denied: bur that 125 not” on- 
ily ſignifies to appeaſe, bur- ſuch a kind 


of ſatisfaction as'is'by the death of ſome 


for the faults of others # and ſo comes 
home, not only to' the importance! of 
the expiation belonging to a Sacrifice in 
genera};: but to ſuch a kind of expiation 
as is\' by the ſuffering of ſome in the 
place of others. Which: though it be 
more clear and diſtin&t, where one man' 
ſafters for others, yet this' was ſuffici- 
ently repreſemed in the ſacrifices under 
the Law, in which we have already 
proved'that there was'a ſubſtitution of 
them in the place of the offenders. 

TIF. And in this' ſenſe the Fews them- 
ſelves do' underſtand 733 viz. ſuch” art 
exptation'ag'-15 made by the ſubſtitation 
of one'imtheiplace of another. Of which 
many inſtances ate collected by Buxtorf, 
wherein/795 is taken by the Rabbinicat 

Writers 
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Writers for ſuch an expzation, whereby 
one was to undergo a puniſhment in the 
place of another. So when in the title 
Sauhedrin the people ſay to the High- 
Prieſt 41725 128 17 fimus nos expiatio tua, 
let us be for an expiation for you, the 
Gloſs explains it thus, hoc eſt, in nobis fiat 
expiatio tua, noſq; ſubeamus tuo loco quic= 
quid tibj evenire debet. And when they 
tell us how Children ought to honour 
their Parents after their death, they ſay 
when they recite any memorable ſpeech 
of their Fathers, they are not barely to 
fay, My Father ſaid ſo : but my Lord and 
| Father ſaid ſo, would I had been the ex- 
piation of his death: 1.e. as they explain 
ir themſelves, would 7 undergone what he 
did, and they. give this yu rule, 
where ever it-1s ſaid, behold I am for ex- 
piation, it is to be underſtood, Bthold I 
am in the place of another to bear his int- 
quities. So that this ſignifies the ſame 
with 2urg or a price of redemption for 
others. Hence NE) 1s taken for a price 
of redemption of the life of another, and 
rendred by AvTea, Exod. 2 1. 30. --- 30. 
12, Numb. 35.31, 32. where we render 
it ſatisfaction, and by #Az5o uw, Plal.48. 
7.and thereby we fully underſtand, what 
our Saviour meant when he ſaid, that he 

gave 
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zag 2%: gave his Soul, AuTew avn ANDY, 4 ran 
Jome for many, and to this day the Jews 
call the Cock which they kill for Expia- 
tion on the day of Atonement, by the 
name of Cappara; and when they beat 
the Cock againſt their heads thrice, they 
every time uſe words to this purpoſe, Lee 
this Cock be an exchange for me, let him 
be in my room, and be made an Expiation 
for me; let death come to him, but to me 
and all [irael life and happineſs. I inſiſt 
on theſe things, only to let us under- 
ſtand, that the Jews never underſtood 


—_— 8 7D) in the ſenſe our Adverſaries contend 


Secinus vi. for, when applyed to an Expiatory Sa- 


#imarum cexifice, but as implying a Commutatzon, 


blati Na 
| Gedienti. and a Subſtitution of one in the place of 


am quan- another, fo as by the puniſhment of that, 


prong the other in whoſe room he ſuffers, may 
4am,quan- Obtain* deliverance. Which is the ſenfe 


quam {*- we plead for. But the utmoſt which * S0- 
Ver Cone 


tinuiſs, Cinus and Crellius will allow to the Sacri- 
quam ex fices in order to Expiation, 1s barely this, 
promiſſo A - } P/ 

Dei lrvium That the offering of them 1s to be conſ1der- 
querundam eel a5 a meer condition (that hath no o- 


". therreſpedt to the expiation of ſins, than 


reruns the paring a mans nails would have had, 
nia cnſe- if God had required it) por which flight 
Cell. c. obedience, the pardon of ſome light fins 
10. ſe. might be obtained. But can any one 


imagine, 
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imagine, that this was all that was de- 


ſigned by the Sacrifices of old, who 


conſiders the antiquity and univerſality 
of them in the world in thoſe elder times 
before the Law, the great ſeverity by 
which they were required under the Law, 
the punctual preſcriptions that were 
made jn all circumſtances for them, the 
vaſt and almoſt ineſtimable expence the 
people were at about them, but above 
all, the reaſon that God himſelf aſſigns 
in the Law, That the blood was given for 
expiation, becauſe it was the life, and 
the correſpondency fo clearly expreſſed 
in the New Teſtament, between the Sa- 
crifice of Chriſt, and thoſe Levitical Sa- 
crifices 2 Can any one, I ſay, imagine 
upon theſe conſiderations, that the Sacri- 
fices had no -ather reſpect to the expiation 
of ſin, than as they were a ſlight teſti- 
mony_ of their obedience to God? Why 
were not an inward ſorrow for ſin, and 
tears and prayers rather made the only 
conditions of Expiation, than ſuch a 
burthenſome and chargeable ſervice im- 
poſed upon them, which ar laſt ſignifi- 


ed nothing, but that a command being 
ſuppoſed, they would have ſinned if they 


had broken it ? But upon our ſuppoſition, 
a reaſonable account is given of all the 
T explatory 
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expiatory Sacrifices; viz. That God 
would have them ſee, how highly he 
eſteemed his Laws, becauſe an expiation 
was not to be made for the breach of 
them, but by the ſacrificing of the life 
of ſome Creature which he ſhould ap- 
point in ſtead of the death of the Offen- 
der ; and if the breach of thoſe Laws 
which he had given them mult require 
ſuch an expiation, what might they then 
think would the ſins of the whole world 
do, which muſt be expiated by a Sacri- 
fice infinitely greater 'than all thoſe put 
together were; viz. The death and ſuffer- 
ings of the Son of God for the ſins of men? 
But if the offering Sacrifice had been a are 
condition required of the. perſon who com- 
mitted the fault, in order to expation; 
Why 4s it never ſaid, That the perſon 
who offered it, did expiate his own fault 
thereby? For that had been the moſt 
proper ſenſe ; for if the expiation did de- 
pend on the offering the Sacrifice, as on 
the condition of ir, rhen the performing 
the condition, gave him an immediate 
right to the benefit of the promite. It it 
be ſaid, That his own att was not only ne- 
ceſſary 'in' bringing the Sacrifice, but the 
Prieſts alſo: in offering up the blood : This 
will not make it at all the more hay 

an _ 
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ble ; becauſe the pardon of ſin ſhould not 
only depend upon a man's own att, but 
upon. the act of another, which he could 
not in reaſon be accountable for, if he 
miſcarried in it. If the Prieſt ſhould re- 


fuſe to do his part, or be unfit to do it, 


or break ſome Law in the doing of it, 
how hard would it ſeem that a mans ſins 
could not be expiated, when he had done 
all that lay in his own power in order tq 
the expiation of them, but that-another 
perſon, whoſe actions he had. no com- 
mand over, . negleQed the doing his 
duty 2 So that if the Sacrifice had no 
other influence .on expiation, but as a 
part of obedience, 1n all reaſon the expi- 
ation ſhould have depended on no other 
conditions but ſuch as were under the 
power of him, whoſe fins were to be ex- 
puated by it. 


” 


IV. But Crellius urgeth againſt our Golsexpi- 


ſenſe of Expiation, That if it were 6 


ating ſin, 
deſtroys 


Subſtitution, then the Expiation mould be no expia- 
moſt properly attributed to the Sacrifices tion by fa- 


CrInces. 


themſelves; whereas it is only ſaid, that &,,y 4 
by the Sacrifices the Expaation Is obtained; [*3. 39. 


but that God or the Prieſt do. expiate, 
aud to God jt belongs properly, becauſe he 
takes away the guilt and puniſhment of ſin; 


which is, faith he, all meant by expiation ; 
s f {6 
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to the Prieſt only —, as doing 


what God requires in order to it ; aud to 

the Sacrifices ouly as the conditions by 

which it was obtained. But if the Expia- 

tion doth properly belong to God, and 
implies no more than bare pardon, it is 

hard to conceive that it ſhould have any 
neceſſary relation to the blood of theSacri- 

fice : but the Apoſtle to the Hebrews tells 

us, that Remiſſion had a neceſſary reſpe& 

to the ſhedding of blood, fo that without 

Heb. 9. 22. that there was no remiſſion. How impro- 
perly doth the Apoſtle diſcourſe through- 

out that Chapter, wherein he ſpeaks fo 

much concerning the #lood of the Sacri- 

fices purifying, and in correſpondency to 

Verſe 13, that, the blood of Chriſt purging our Con- 
= ſciences ; and that all things under the 
19,20, 21, Law, were purified with blood ; Had all 
23- this no other ſignification, but that this 
was a bare condition that had no other 
1mportance, but as a meer act of obe- 

dience when God had required it? why 

'doth not the Apoſtle rather fay, without 

| God's favour there is no remiſſion, than 
without the (bedding of blood ; it all the 
expiation did properly belong to that, } 

and only very remotely to the 4/ood of | 

the Sacrifice 2 What imaginable necefſi- 

ty was there, that Chriſt muſt —_ 
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ood in order to the expiation of our 
ſins, if all that 4/ood of the Legal Sacri- 
fices did ſignifie no more than a bare 
condition of pardon , though a ſlight 
part of obedience in it ſelf > Why muſt 
Chriſt lay down his lite in correſponden- 
cy to theſe Levitical Sacrifices 2 for that 
was ſurely no ſlight part of his obedience. 
Why might not this condition have been 
diſpenſed with in him, ſince-our Adver- 
faries ſay, that in it ſelf it hath no pro- 
per efficacy on the expiation of ſin ? 
And doth not this ſpeak the great- 
eſt repugnancy to the ' kindneſs and 
Grace of God in the Goſpel, that he 
would not diſpenſe with the ignomi- 
nious death of his Son, although he 
knew it could have no influence of it 
ſelf on the expiation of the fins of the 
world 2 But upon this ſuppoſition, that 
the 4/ood of Sacrifices under the Law had 
no proper influence upon Expiation, the 
Apoſtles diſcourſe proceeds upon weak 
and inſufficient grounds. Far what ne- 
ceſlity in the thing was there, becauſe 
the blood of the Sacrifices Was made a 
condition of ' pardon under the Law, 
therefore the 4/ood of Chriſt muſt be ſo 
now; although in it ſelf it hath no pro- 
per efficacy for that end? But the Apo- 

| T 3 ſhes 
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files words and way of Argumentation 
dota imply , thar there was a peculiar 
efficacy both in the one and theother, in 
order to Expiation-; althougha far grea- 
ter in the 4/ood of Chriſt, than could be 
in.the 6ther ; as the thing typiſed, ought 
to exceed that which was the. reprelen- 
tation of, it. From hence we ſte, that 
the. Apoſtle” attributes what Expiation 
there was under the Law, not immedi- 
ately to God, as belonging properly to 
to him, but; ?4 the Llood of Bulls ani 

JC; T7 YgoIC+ 4-0 . 
an, ard the gftes of an Heifer, ſprink- 
Tang the "wnelean. Which, he had very 
great reaſon. to do, ſince God expreſly 
Fith tro the Jews, that the blood was g1- 
ven theth 1927 ad expian Wh, : to expiate 
for their ſouls, for the Blood 123 WB35 ſhall 
expiate He fob Than which words, 
nothing cou d have beer .more " TI. 
faid to overthrow Crellius his aſſertion, 
that Expiation 1s not properly or chiefly 
attributed to the Sacrifices,, but prima- 
rily to.God, and conſequentially to the 
Prieſt ; who is never ſaid to expzate, but 
by ſhe Sacrifice which he offered, ſo that 
i, fice was barely. Miniſterjal id it. 
ut from this we may eaſily underſtand, 
11 what ſenſe God is ſaid to expate fins, 
where "it hath reſpet to a Sacrifice 
(which 


of CHRIST. 
(which is that we are now diſceurſing 
of, and not in any larger or more im- 
proper uſe of the word) for ſince God 
himſelf hath declared, that the 4ood was 
given for Expiation, the Expiation which 
belongs to God, muſt imply | his accep- 
tance of it for that end, for which it 
was offered. For the execution or dil- 
charge of the puniſhment belonging to 
him, he may be ſaid in that ſenſe to ex- 
piate, becaule it is only in his power to 
diſcharge the ſinner from that obligation 
to puniſhment he lies under by his ſins. 
And we do not ſay, that where expia- 
ting 1s attributed to him that accepts the 
Atonement, that it doth imply his under- 
going any puniſhment which is impoll}- 
ble to iuppole ; but that whereit is attri- 
buted to a Sacrifice, as the means of Aroxe- 
ment, there we ſay it doth not imply a 
bare condition, but ſuch a Subititution 
of one in the place of another, that on 
the account of that, the fauit of the of- 
fender himſelf is expiated thereby. 
V. And to this ſenſe the other word 
RUN doth very well agree ; for Socinus 
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Portance 


and Cre//ius cannot deny, But that Gen. of rahaci- 


32. 39. it properly fignifies Luere, or to 
bear puniſhment ; although they ſay, it 


Cer, and 
ena Guv, 
relating tg 


uo where elſe ſignifies ſo, and the reaſon is, ſacrifices. 


T 4 becauſe 
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becauſe*it is applied to the Altar, and ſuch 
other things, which are not capadle of it , 
but doth it hence follow, that it ſhould 
not retain that ſgnification where the 
matter will bear ir, 'as in the caſe of Sa- 
crifices. And although it be frequently 
rendred by 2y12Zan, xobagifear, Ado 
Sai, yet that will be no prejudice to the 
ſenſe we plead for in reſpe&t of Sacrifi- 
ces, becauſe thoſe words when uſed con- 
cerning them, do ſignifie Expiation too. 
* Grotius proves, that they do from 
* their own nature and conſtant uſe in 
* Greek Authors , not only ſignifie an 
* aftecedency of order, but a peculiar 
efficacy in order to Expiation. Thence 
expiatory Sacrifices among the Greeks 
were called iAuomrg, aynaxg,ualaoms:' 
and iacow521, frequently in Homer, 
applied to Sacrifices, 2yri7ew Ty 7aA\v 
x&0zewic in Plutarch, and 21127ew uſed 
in the ſame ſenſe ; an Expiatory Sacri- 
* fice in Herodotus is call'd x2822nw, and 
* to the ſame purpoſe it is uſed in Her- 
* mogenes, Plato and Plutarch : as among 
* the Latins, placare, purgare, purificare, 
* conctliare, luſtrare in | ſame lenſe, 


* and pizre when uſed in Sacrifices, he 
* proves to ſignifie Laere per ſucceſſionem 
* rei alterius | in locum pane debits. 

| *T hence 
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* Thence piaculum uſed for an Expiatory 


&« Sacrifice, and expzareis to appeale by 


« ſich a Sacrifice, fo Cerers numen expi- 
& zre is uſed in Cicero; filiam expiare in 
* Livy. So that all theſe Sacrifices a- 
& mong them were ſuppoſed ſtill to per- 
©* tain to the atoning the Deity, and ob- 
© taining a remiſſion of ſins committed 
« by them. And from hence (becauſe 
* where there was a greater equality and 
* nearneſs, there might be the greater 
& efficacy of the Sacrifice for expiation) 
* came the cuſtom of ſacrificing men, 
« which Grotius at large ſhews to have 
« almoſt univerſally obtained before the 
* coming of Chriſt. Weare now to con- 
« {fider what Cre/ius anſwers to this; the 
* ſubſtance of which lies in theſe two 


* things. 1. He denies not #ut that x&ba- Cr. c. ro. 
eZev and ayeZev do in their proper uſe _ 23, & 
t in the Greek Tongue fignifie the purging of © 


guilt, and the averſion of the wrath of God 
and puniſhment, but that thoſe and ſuch 
other words are attributed to Sacrifices, 
becauſe thoſe were ſuppoſed to be the effets 
of them among the Heathen; but the 
attributing ſuch effefts to them, did ariſe 
from their ſuperſtition , whereby greater 
things were attributed to Sacrifices, than 
God would have given to them, either be- 


fore 
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Iraq; quod ad woes Gra- fore or under the Law. 2, It 


_— whine. denies not,but that thoſe words, 
arguments non ſemel utitur x38zeifw and ay147 ow, be. 
Dfloous ad bak 4 4% ing uſed by the Author to the 
CE Se marr and 

uſur- acrifices an 

gc - 44 —_ anon Prieſthood of Chriſt, were ta- 
gatione reatus & averſiene | ken in the fame ſenſe in which 
a: -i00y ve ae is che Greek 
. Tongue, viz, For the purging 
of guilt, and the averſion of the wrath of 

God, aid the puniſhment conſequent upon it : 

But all that he contends for is, That there 

z a defference in the manner of effeiling it, 
which he acknowledges the word's themſelves 

do not imply.; and the reaſons he gives for 

it are,7 hat the ather were proper but Chriſt's 

an improper Sacrifice ; and that the other 

, Sacrifices were offered by men to God,but the 
Sacrifice of Chraſt was given by God to men, 

and therefore he muſt .s ſuppoſed to be re- 
conciled before. From whence he would at 

leaſt have other ſenſes of theſe words joy- 

ned together with the former ; viz. Either 
for purging away the filth of jin,orfor a decla- 
rationof a deliverance from guilt and puniſb- 
ment in-inijtation of the 7diom of the Ze- 
trew,n whichmany wordsareuſcd inthe 
New Teſtament, From hence it follows, 
that CreZzus doth yield the main _ 

1 
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if it appear, that Chriſt did offer upan 
Expiatory Sacrifice to God in his death,for 
then ;he grants that x#02ei7ww and <2:4- 
av, being applied to the Sacrifice of 
Chriſt, are to be taken for the purging a- 
way of guilt, and the averſion of the wrath 
of God, and the puniſhment of fin. And 
it 15 to no purpoſe to ſay, that it 1s not a 
proper Sacrifice, for if the effes of a 
proper Sacrifice do belong to it, that 
proves that it is ſo ; for theſe words be- 
ing acknowledged: to be applied to the 
Sacrifice of Chriſt by the Author to the 
Hebrews, what could more evince that 
Chriſt's was a proper Sacrifice, than that 
thoſe things are attributed to it, which 
by the conſent of all Nations, are faid 
to belong to proper Sacrifices, and that 
in the very fame ſenſe in which they 
are uſed by thoſe who underſtood them 


in the moſt proper ſenſe. And whatrea- 


ſon could Crefius have to fay, that it 
was ouly the ſuperſtition of the Heathens, 
which made them attribute ſuch effefts to 
ſacrifices ; when himſelf acknowledges 
that the very ſame ſenſe doth belong to 
the Sacrifice of Chri/t under that notion 2? 
andasto the Jews we have already proved 
that the ſenſe of expiation among them 
was by vertue of the Law to be taken 

in 
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the ſame 
ſenſe that 
1t was to 
pther Sa- 
crifices. 
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in as proper a ſenſe as among the eq 
thens, for the purging of guilt, and the 
averſion of the wrath of God. And why 
ſhould Cre/ius deny that effe& of the Sa- 
crifice of Chriſt as to the atonement of 
God, becauſe God's love was ſeen in giving 
him who was to offer the Sacrifice ? ſince 
that effe&t is attributed to thoſe Sacrif- 
oes under the Law which God himſelf 
appointed to be offered, and ſhewed his 
great kindneſs to the people in the Inſti- 
tution of ſuch a way, whereby their ſins 
might be expiated, and they delivered 
from the puniſhment of them. Bur of 
the conſiſtency of theſe two, I ſhall ſpeak 
more afterwards, . in 'the effe& of the 
Sacrifices as relating to Perſons. © 

VT. We now come to conſider in 
what ſenſe the expzation of fins is in Scri- 
pture attributed to the Sacrifice of Chriſt, 
and therein I thall prove theſe two things. 
I. That the expiation - is attributed to 
the Sacrifice of Chriſt.in 'the ſame ſenſe 
that is attributed to other Sacrifices, and 
as the words in themſelves do ſignifie. 
2. That what is fo attributed doth be- 
long to the Sacrifice of Chriſt in his death, 
antecedent to his entrance into Heaven. 
I. That the expiation is to be taken in a 
proper ſenſe, when it is attributed to the 
"IM hs Sacrifice 
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Sacrifice of Chriſt. Crellius tells us, 
The controverſie is not about the thing, viz. Cret.c.1e. 
whether expiation in the ſenſe we take it in/*5. 24 
for purging away guilt, and averſion of the 
wrath of God, doth belong to the Sacrifice 
of Chriſt, for he acknowledges it doth, but 
all the queſtion is about the manner of it : 
which in the next Section he thus ex- 
plains : There are three ſenſes in which 
Chriſt may be ſaid to expiate fins ; either 
by begetting Faith in us, whereby we are 
drawn off from the prattice of ſin, in which 
ſenſe, he faith, it # aremoter antecedent 
toit; or as it relates to the expiation by 
aftual deliverance from puniſhment, ſo he 
faith, zt is an immediate antecedent to it : 
or as he declares that they are expiated, 
But this, he faith, doth not ſo properly re- 
late to Chriſt as a Sacrifice, but as a Prieſt, 
But never aone of theſe ſenſes comes 
near to that which Cre/l;us grants to be 
the proper importance of x«uz27<v and 
2114 7ewuv, as applied to a Sacrifice, viz, 
the purging away guilt, and the averſion 
of the wrath of God, and puniſhment, not 
any way, but by the means of the Sa- 
crifice offered. For in the Legal Sacri- 
fices nothing can be more plain than that 
the expiation was to be by the Sacrifice 
offered for Atonement : ſuppoling then 
that 
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that in ſome other way (which could 
be by no means proper to thoſe Sacrifi- 
ces) Chriſt may be ſaid to expiate ſins, 
what doth this prove that there was an 
expiation belonging to his Sacrifice a- 
greeable to the Sacrifices of old ? But 
as I urged before in the caſe of Chri/?'s 
being High- Prieſt, that by their aſſer- 
tions the Jews might utterly deny the 
force of any argument uſed. by the Au: 
thor to the Hebrews to prove it: ſo 1 
ſay as to the expiation by Chriſt's. Sacri- 
fice, that it hath no analogy or corre- 
ſpondency at all with any. Sacrifice that 
was ever offered for the expiation of 
ſins. For by that they always under- 
{tood ſomething which was immediate- 
ly oftered to God for that end, upon 
which they obtained remiſſion of ſins; but 
here is nothing anſwerable to it in their 
{enſe of Chriſt's Sacrifice ; for here is 
no Oblation at all made unto God for this 
end; all the efficacy of the Sacrifice of 
Chriſt, in order to expiation doth whol- 
ly and immediately reſpe& us ; ſo that 
if it be a proper Sacrifice to any, it muſt 
be a Sacrifice to us, and not to God : for 
a Sacrifice is always faid to be made to 
him whom it doth immediately reſpect ; 
but Chriſt in the planting Faith, in aQual 


delive= 
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deliverance, in declaring to. us this de- 
liverance, doth wholly reſpe& us, and 
therefore his Sacrifice muſt. be made to 
men, and not ta Gad, Which 1s 1n 1t 
ſelf a groſs abſurdity, and repugnant to 
the nature and deſign of Sacrifices from 
the firſt inſtitution of them ; which 
were always eſteemed ſuch immediate 
parts of divine Worſhip, that they ought 
to reſpect none elſe but God, as the ob- 
jet to which they were directed, though 
for the benefit and advantage of Mankind. 
As well then might Chriſt be ſaid zo pray 
for us, and by that no more be meant 
but that he doth teach us to underſtand 
our duty; as be made an expiatory Sa- 
crifice for us, and all the effect of it 
only relpe&t us 2nd not Ged, And 
this is ſo far from adding to the perfe- 
dion of Chriſt s Sacrifice above the Legal 
 (whichis the thing pleaded by Crel/zus ) crel. c.10. 
that ir deſtroys the very nature of a Sa- /*#- 26: 
crifice, if {uch a way of expiation be at- 
tributed to it { which thougſy conceived 
to be more excellent in it ſelf ) yet is 
wholly incongruous to the end and deſign 
of a Sacrifice tor Expiation. And the ex- 
cellency of the manner of expiation ought 
to be in the ſame kind, and not.quite of 
another nature ; for, will any one ſay, 
that 
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that a General of an Army hath a more 
excellent condudt than all that went before 
him, becauſe he can make finer ſpeeches ; 
or that the Aſſomanzan Family diſcharged 
the Office of Prieſthood beſt, becauſe 
they had a greater power over the people; 
or that Nero was the moſt excelent Em:- 
perour of Rome becauſe he excelled the 
reſt in Mufick and Poetry : by which we 
ſee that;to aſlert an excellency of one 
above another, we muſt not go to ano- 
ther kind, but ſhew its excellency in that 
wherein the compariſon lies: So that 
this doth not prove the excellency of the 
Sacrifice of Chriſt, becauſe he hath a 
greater power to perſwade, deliver and 
govern, than any Sacrifice under the 
Law ; for theſe are things quite of ano- 
ther nature from the conſideration of a 
Sacrifice : But therein the excelliency of a 
Sacrifice is to be demonſtrated, that it 
excells all other in the proper end and 
deſign of a Sacrifice, i.e. it it be more 
eftetual towards God for obtaining the 
expiation of ſin; which was always 
thought to be the proper end of all Sa- 
crifices for expiation. Although then 
Chriſt may be allowed to excell all other 
Sacrifices in all imaginable reſpects but 


that which is the proper intention of a 
Sacri- 


EE 
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V 


ff CHRIST. 

Sacrifice; it may prove far greater ex- 
cellency in Chriſt, but it doth withall 
prove a greater imperfe@ion in his Sacrt- 
fice, if it fail in that which is the proper 
end of it.* So that if we ſhould grant 
that the expiation attributed to Chriſt's 
Sacrifice ſignified no more than reclaim- 
ing men trom their ſins, or their delt- 
verance by his power, or a deciaration 
of God's decree to pardon,this may prove 
that there are better arguments to believe 
the remiſſion of our ſins now under the 
Goſpel ; but they do not in the leaſt prove 
that Chriſt is to be conſidered as a Sacrz- 
fice ; much leſs that he doth far excell in 
the notion of an Expiatory Sacrifice all 
thoſe which were offered up to God for 
that end under the Law. | 


VII. But we muſt now further con- Px 


ſider, whether this be all attributed to 


n 
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Chriſt in order to expiation in Scripture ; ly decl ra- 
i.e. Whether thoſe words which of thems« *v©- 


ſelves do imply the averſion of the wrath 
of God, when uſed concerning other Sa- 
crifices, when applied to the Sacrifice of 
Chriſt, do only imply the begetting 
faith in us; or a declaration of pardon, 
The words which are uſed to this pur- 
poſe, are #4927 av, oyizgev, prriiter, 


of 


pzzn 
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of Chriſt, and the diſpute is, whether 
they ſignifte no more but a declaration of 
pardon, . or a means to beget faith in us. 
The firſt words vaSu2%w and cya ay 
Crel. cap. Crellius acknowledgeth do freqtently figni- 
10. ſe. fie deliverance from guilt aud puniſhment, 


ws but, he ſaith, they may likewiſe ſignifie a 


declaration of that deliverance, as decreed 
by God, or a purging from the fins them- 
ſelves, or from the cuſtom of fiuning. So 
that by Cre/zus his own confeſſion, the 
ſenſe we contend for is moſt proper and 
uſual, the other are more remote, and 
only poſſible ; why then ſhould we for- 
ſake the former ſenſe, which doth moſt 
perfedtly agree to the nature of a Sacri- 
fice, which the other ſenſes have no ſuch 
relation to, as that hath 2 For theſe be- 
ing the words made uſe of in the New 


Teſtament, to imply the force and effi- | 
cacy of a Sacrifice, why ſhould they not | 


be underſtood in the ſame ſenſe which 
the Hebrew words were taken in, when 


they are applied to the Sacrifices under | 
the Law? We are not enquiring into all | 
poſſible ſenſes of words, but into the ! 


moſt natural and agreeable to the ſcope 


of them that uſe them : and that we ſhall } 
make it appear to be the ſame, we plead } 
for in the places in diſpute between us; | 


as, 
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as, 1 John 1.7. The blood of Feſus Chriſt 


his Son, FENDI NUCES AUTO TIOTMHG & LCL = 
lizs, purgeth us from all fin, Heb.g.13, 
14. If the blood of Bulls, and of goats, 
and the aſhes of an beifer, ſprinkling the 


anclean, 21127 meg TWw Þ ono; xg” 
1 eomlz, ſandtifieth to the purifying of the 
fleſh, How much more ſhall the blood of 
1 Chriſt purge your conſciences from dead 
1 wrks, x42 Tw ow? Heb.r.3. 


3} £2078 x2S%8,0m) Tun? WE, mY o- 


| pee2Trov nee, when he had by himſelf 


/ 


Pew and Agey 
are uſed with a reſpect to the blood of 


1 Chriſt, Zeb. 10. 22. Apocalyp.1. 5. And 


becauſe remiſſion of ſin was looked on as 


q the conſequear of expiation by Sacrifice 
q under the Law ; therefore that is likewiſe 
J attributed to the blood of Chriſt, Marth. 
1 26.28. Thu u the blood of the New Tefta- 
1 ment which was ſhed for many, &i5 4peay 
| Tug?) av, for the remiſſion of fins, Eph. 


1.7. In whomwe have redemption through 


1 hs blood, the remiſſion of ſins, and to the 
{ fame , purpoſe, Coloff. 1.14. And from 


hence we are ſaid 70 be juſtified by his 


{ Hood, Rom. 5. 9g. and Chritt is faid to be 
1 « propitiation through faith in hu blood, 
I Rom. 3. 25. The fubſtance of all that 

I Crelius replies to thele places is, That — 
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thoſe words which do properly fignifie the 
thing it ſelf, may very conveniently be ta. 
ken only for the declaration of it, when the 
performance of the thing doth follow by ver- 
tue of that declaration : which then happens, 
when the declaration is made of the thing 
decreed by another, and that in the name 
and by the command of him who did decree 
it. And in this ſenſe, Chriſt by his blood 
may be faid to deliver us from the puniſh 
ment of our fins, by declaring or teſtifying 
to us the will and decree of God for that 
purpoſe. But this anſwer 1s by no means 
ſufficient, upon theſe - conſiderations; 
1. Becauſe it doth not reach the proper 
and natural ſenſe of the words, as Crel- 
lius himſelf conteſſeth; and yet he af- 
ſigns no reaſon at all, why we ought to 
depart from it, unleſs the bare poſlibility 
of another meaning be ſufficient. But 
how had it been poſlible for the efficacy 
of the 4lood of Chriſt for purging away 
the guilt of our fins, to have been expre(- 
ſed in clearer and plainer terms than 


theſe, which are acknowledged of them- | 
ſelves to ſignifie as much as we aſſert? } 


If the moſt proper expreſſions for this 


purpoſe, are not of force enough to per- | 


{wade our Adverſaries, none elſe could 


cver do it : ſo that it had been R_ ; 
or | 
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for our Doctrine to have been delivered 
in ſuch terms, but they would have 
found out ways to evade the meaning of 
them. It ſeems very ſtrange, that ſo 
great an efficacy ſhould not only once 
or twice, but ſo frequently be attributed 
to the blood of Chriſt for expiation of 
ſin, if nothing elſe were meant by it, 
but that Chriſt by his death did only 
declare that God was willing to pardon 
fin 2 If there were danger in underſtand- 
ing the words in their proper ſenſe, why 
are they ſo frequently uſed to this pur- 
poſe 2 why are there no other places of 
Scripture that might help to undeceive 
us, and tell us plainly, that Chriſt dyed 
only to declare his Fathers will > but 


q what ever other words might ſignifie, 
J this was the only true meaning of them. 
I But what miſerable ſhifts are theſe, when 
1 men are forced to put oft ſuch Texts 
] which are confeſſed to expreſs our Do«, 
1 Qrine, only by ſaying that they may be 
1 otherwiſe underſtood > which deſtroys 
all kind of certainty in words; which 
{ by reaſon of the various uſe of them, 
] may be interpreted to ſo many ſeveral 
I ſenſes, that if this liberty be allowed, upon 
{ no other pretence, but that another mean- 
1 ing » poſſible, men will never agree about, 
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the intention of any perſon in ſpeaking, 
For upon the ſame reaſon, if it had been 
faid, That Chriſt declared by his death 
Gods readineſs to pardon, it might have 
been interpreted, 7hat the blood of Chriſt 
was therefore the declaration of Gods rea- 
dineſs to pardon, becauſe it ws the confi- 
deration upon which God would do it : So 
that if the words had been as expreſs for 
them, as they are now againſt them, 
according to their way of anſwering 
places, they would have been recon- 
cileable to our opinion. 2. The Scri- 
pture in -thefe expreſſions, doth at- 
tribute fomething peculiar to the blood 
of Chriſt ; but it all that were meant 
by it were no more, than the declaring 
God's will to pardon, this could in no 
ſenſe be ſaid to be peculiar to it. For 
this was :the deſign of the Doctrine 
of Chriſt, and all his miracles were 
wrought to confirm the truth of that 
part of his DoArine, which concerned 
remiſſion of ſins as well as any other : 
but how abſurd would it have been to 
ſay, that the miracles of Chriſt parge us 
from all fix, that through Chriſt healing 
the fick, raiſing the dead, &c. we have 
redemption, even the forgiveneſs of fins, 
which are attributed 'to 'the Zlood of - 
Chriſt 2 
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Chrift > but if no other reſpect, than as 
a teſtimony to the truth of the Do- 
Arine of Remifſion of fins, they were 
equally applicable to one as to the other. 
Beſides, if this had been all intended in 
theſe expreſiions, they were the moſt in- 
congruouſly applied to the #4lood of 
Chriſt ; nothing ſeeming more repug- 
nant to the DoEtrine of the Remiſſion of 
ſins, which was declared by it, than that 
very thing by which it was declared, if 
no more were intended by it : For how 
unſuitable a way was it to declare the 
pardon of the guilty perſons, by ſuch 
ſeverities uſed towards the moſt Inno- 
cent! Who could believe, That God 
ſhould declare his willingneſs to pardon 
others, by the death of his own Son; 
unleſs that death of his be conſidered as 


| the Meritorious cauſe for procuring it 2 


And in that ſenſe we acknowledge, That 
the death of Chriſt was a declaration of 
God's will and decree to pardon, but not 
meerly as it gave teſtimony to the truth 
of his Doctrine (for in that ſenſe the 
blood of the Apoſtles and Martyrs might 
be ſaid to purge us from fin, as well as the 
blood of Chriſt) but becauſe it was the 
conſideration upon which God had de- 
creed to pardon, And fo as the accep- 
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tance of the condition required, or the 
price paid, may be ſaid to declare or ma- 
nifeſt, the intention of a perſon to re- 
leaſe or deliver a Captive : So God's ac- 
ceptance of what Chriſt did ſuffer for 
our fakes, may be ſaid to declare his rca- 
dinels to pardon us upon his account. 
But then this declaration doth not belon 

properly to the a&t of Chriſt in ſuffer- 
ing ; but to the aCt of God in accept- 
ing: andit can be no other ways known, 
than God s acceptance is known ; which 
was not by the Sufferings, but by the 
Reſurrs8tion of Chriſt. And therefore the 
declaring God's will and decree to par- 
don, doth properly belong to that : and 
if that had been all which the Scripture 
had- meant, by purging of fin by the blood 
of Chriſt,\it had been very 1ncongruouſly 
applied to that, but moſt properly to his 
Reſurreftion. But theſe phraſes being ne- 
ver attributed to that which moſt pro- 
perly might be faid zo declare the will 
of God ; and being pecul:zarly attributed 
to the death of Chriſt, which cannot be 
ſaid properly to do it; nothing can be 
more plain, than that theſe expreſſions 
ought to be taken in that which is con- 
felled to be their proper ſenſe; viz. That 
Expiation of ſin, which doth belong to 
tie 
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the death of Chriſt, as a Sacrzfce for the 
ſins of the world. 

VIII. But yet Socinus and Cre//ius have TRA 
another ſubterfurge , (for therein lies ———_ 
their great art, in ſeeking rather by any mr” 4 
means to eſcape their enemies, than to P!211%e 
overcome them.) For being ſeaſible, that conſe- 
the main ſcope and deſign of the Scr/- 26mm X 
pture 15 againſt them, they ſeldom, and 
but very weakly aſſault : but thew all 
their ſubtlety in avoiding by all 1imagi- 
nable arts, the forc2 of what is brought 
againſt them. And the Scripture being 
ſo plain in-attributing ſuch great effes 
to the death of Chriſt, when no other 
an{wer will ſerve turn, then they tell us, | 
That the death of Chriſt is taken Metony- Crel.cap.r. 
mically for all the conſequents of his death ze 64-4 
viz. His Reſurreftion, Exaltation , and ;. 10. $:8. 
the Power and Authority which he hath 45-2527: 
at the right hand of his Father. But how 
15 it poſſible to convince thoſe, who by 
death, can underſtand life ; by ſufferings, 
can mean glory, and by the ſhedding of 
blood, fitting at the right hand of God 2 
And that the Scripture is very far from 
giving any countenance to theſe bold In- 
terpretations, will appear by theſe con- 
fiderations ; 1, Becauſe the efet of Ex- 
pation of our fins, is attributed to the 
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death of Chriſt, as diſtin from his Re- 
ſarrettion ; viz. Our reconciliation with 
God, Rom. 5. 10. For if when we were 
enemies, we were reconciled to God by the 
death of his Sou ; much more being recon- 
ciled, we ſhall be ſaved by his life. To 
which Crellius anſwers, That the Apoſtle 
doth not ſpeak of the death of Chriſt alone, 
or as it is conſidered diſtin from the con- 
ſequences of it ; but only that our Reconci- 
liation was effeted by the death of Chriſt 
intervening. But nothing can be more 
evident to any one, who conſiders the 
deſign of the Apoſtles diſcourſe, than that 
he ſpeaks of what was peculiar to the 
death of Chriſt : for therefore it is ſaid, 
that Chriſt died for the ungodly. For 
ſearcely for a righteous man will one die: 
but God commendeth his love towards us, 
in that while we were yet finners, Chriſt 
died for us. Much more then being now 
juſtified by his blood, we ſhall be ſaved 
through him ; upon which thoſe words 
follow, For if when we were enemies, we 
were reconciled to God by the death of his 
Son, &c. The Reconciliation here men- 
tioned, is attributed to the death of 
Chriſt in the ſame ſenſe, that it 1s men- 
tioned before ; but there it 15 not mentio- 
ned as a bare condition intervening in w 
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der to ſomething farther 5 but as the 
eat inſtance of the love both of God 
and Chriſt ; of God, in ſending his Son , 
of Chriſt, in laying. down' his life for 
finners, in order to their being juſtified 
by his blood. But where is it that St. Paul 
faith, that the death of Chriſt had no o- 
ther influence on the expiation of our 
fins, but as a bare condition intervening 
in order to that power and authority 
whereby he ſhould expiate ſins? what 
makes him attribute ſo much to the 
death of Chriſt, if all the benefits we 
enjoy depend upon the conſequences of 
it ; and no otherwiſe upon that, than 
meerly as a preparation for it 2 what pe- 
culiar emphaſis were there in Chriſt's dy- 
ing for finners, and for the ungodly ; un- 
lets his death had a particular relation to 
the expiation of their fins 2 Why are men 
faid to be juſtified by his blood, and not 
much rather by his glorious Refurredtion, 
if the blood of Chriſt be only conſider- 
ed as antecedent to the other? And that 
would have been the great demonſtrati- 
on of the love of God which had the 
moſt immediate influence upon our ad- 
vantage : which could not have been the 
death in this fenſe, but the life and glory 
of Chriſt, But nothing can be m_ = 
T | Go ur 
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ſurd than what Cre#ius would have to 
be the meaning of this place, viz. that 
the Apoſtle doth not ſpeak of the proper 
force of the death of Chriſt diſtin from 
his life ; but that two things are oppoſed 
to each other for the effeting of one of 
which the death of Chriſt did intervene, 
but it ſhould not intervene for the other . 
viz. it did intervene for our reconciliation, 
but it ſhould not for our life, For did not 
the death of Chriſt equally intervene for 
our life as for our reconciliation 2 was not 
our eternal deliverance the great thing 
deſigned by Chriſt, and our reconcilia- 
tion in order to that end 2 what oppo- 
ſition then.can be imagined, that it ſhould 
be neceſſary for the death of Chriſt to 
intervene in order to the one than in or- 
der to the other ? But he means, zhat the 
death of Chriſt ſhould not intervene any 
more; What need that, when it 1s ac- 
knowledged by themſelves, that Chriſt 
died only for this end before , that he 
might have power to beſtow eternal lite 
on them that obey him 2 But the main 
force of the Apoliles argument lies in 
the compariſon between the death of 
Chriſt having reſpe& to us as enemzes in 
order to reconciliation, and rhe life of Chriſt 


fo us conſidered as reconciled ; ſo that of 
ue 
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he had ſo much kindneſs for enemies, to 

die for their reconciliation, we-may much 

more preſume that he now living in Hea- 

ven will accompliſh the end of that re- 
conciliation, in the eternal ſalvation: of 

them that obey him. By which it 1s ap- 

parent that he ſpeaks of the death of 
Chriſt, in a notion proper.to it ſelf, ha- 

ving influence upon our reconciliation ; 

and doth not conſider it Metonymzcally as 
comprehending in it, the conſequents of 

It. | 

- TX. 2. Becauſe the expiation' of ſins is m— 
attributed to Chriſt antecedently to the to Chriſt 
great conſequents of his death, viz. hu _— 
fitting at the right hand of God, Heb. 1.3. his _—_ 
When he had by ' himſelf purged our fins, trance in- 
fate down on the right hand of his Maje- even 
ſty on high, Heb. 9.12. But by his own 

blood he entred in once into the Holy Place, 

having obtained eternal redemption for us. 

To theie places Cre//ius gives a double 
anſwer. 1. That indefinite particles (wvea- cyl cap. 
per, and mamruw A) being joyned 191.59. 
with Verbs of the preterperfett tenſe do 

not always require that the attion expreſ- 
fed by them, ſhould precede that which is 
deſigned in the Verbs to which they are 

joyned ; but they have ſometimes the force 

of particles of the preſent or imperfe#t 

tenſe ; 
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tenſe ; which ſometimes bappens in particles 
of the preterperfedt tenſe, as Matth. 10.5. 
& WiGuA2y F222) Ag; auToic 10 emooleg; 
wumev ; and ſeveral other inſtances produ- 
ced by him : according to which man- 
ner of interpretation the ſenſe he puts 
upon thoſe words, Heb. g. 12. 1s, Chriſt 
by the ſhedding-of his blood entred into 
the Holy of Holies, and in ſo doing he 
found eternal redemption, or the expiation 
of fins. But not to diſpute with Crellias 
concerning the importance of the Aori/# 
being joyned with a Yerb of the preter- 
perfett tenſe, which in all reaſon and 
common acceptation doth imply the 
ation paſt by him who writes the words 
antecedent to his writing of it, as is 
plain in the inſtances produced by Cre/- 
lius ; but according to his ſenſe of Chriſt's 
Expiation of fin, it was yet to come af- 
ter Chriſt's entrance into Heaven, and 
ſo it ſhould have been more properly 
ermuwE. than wedwwr). ; not Ifay 
to inſiſt upon that. the Apoſtle manifeits, 
that he had a reſpet to the death of 
Chriſt in the obtaining this eternal re- 
demption, by his following diſcourſe: for 
v. 14. he compares the 4/ood of Chriſt in 
point of efficacy for expiation of tin, 
with the 4/ood of the Legal Sacrifices : 

whereas 
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whereas if the expiation meant by hini 
had been found by Chriſt's Oþlation of 
himſelf in Heaven, he would have com- 
pared Chriſt's entrance into Henven 1n or- 
der to it, with the entrance of the Figh- 
Prieſt into the Holy of Holies, and his 
argument had run thus, Forif the ZZigh- 
Prieſt under the Law did expiate ſins by 
entring into the Holy of Holies ; How 
much more ſhall the Son of God entring 
into Heaven expiate the ſins of Man- 
kind 2 but we ſee the Apo/ile had no 
ſooner mention'd the redemption - obtain» 
ed for us; but he preſently ſpeaks of the 
efhcacy of the 4lood of Chriſt in order 
to it, and as plainly aſſerts the ſame, 
V.15. And for this cauſe he is the Media- 
tor of the New Teſtament,that by means of 
death, for the redemption of the tranſgreſ- 
(tons which were under the firſt Teſtament, 
they which are called might receive the 
promiſe of eternal inheritance. Why doth 
the Apoſtle here ſpeak of the 27Aurewas 
Th mazx4Tzw, the expiation of fins by 
the means of death; if he had o lately 
aſſerted betore that the redemption or ex- 
piation was tound not by his death, but 
by his entrance into Heaven ? and withal 
the Apoſtle here doth not ſpeak of {ſuch a 
kind of expiation as wholly reſpeRs the 

future, 


303 


Of the Sufferings 

future, but of fins that were under the 
firſt Teſtament, not barely ſuch as could 
not be expiated by vertue of it, but ſuch 
as were committed* during the time 
of it, although the Levitical Law 
allowed no expiation for them. And 
to confirm this ſenſe, the Apoſtle 
doth nor go on to prove the neceſſity of 
Chriſt's entrance into Heaven ; but of his 
dying, v. 16, 17, 18. But granting that 
he doth allude to the F7igh- Prieſt's en- 
tring into the Zoly of Holies, yet that 
was but the repreſentation of a Sacrifice 
already offer'd,and he could not be ſaid to 
find expiation by his entrance ; but that 
was already found by the ood of the Sa- 
crifice, and his entrance was only to ac- 
compliſh the end for which the blood 
was offer d up in ſacrifice. And the be- 
nefit which came to men is attributed to 
the Sacrifice, and not to the ſprinkling of 
Llood before the Mercy-ſeat : and what- 
ever efte&t was conſequent upon his en- 
rrance into the Sanftuary, was by ver- 
tue of the blood which he carri:d in 
with him, and was before thed at the 
Altar. Neither can it with any reaſon 
be ſaid, that if the redemption were ob- 
tained by the blood of Chriſt, there 
could be no need of his entrance into Hea- 

wen; 
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ven ; fince we do not make the Prieſt- 
hood of Chriſt to expire at his death ; 
but that he is in Heaven a merciful High- 
Prieſt in negotiating the affairs of his 
People with God, and there ever lives to 
make interceſſion for them. 
X. Crel/ius anſwers, That granting the 
Aoriſt being put before the Verb, &adtrw Nodiftin- 
ſhould imply ſuch an attion which was an- Sion in 
—_ . . cripture 
tecedent to Chriſt's ſitting at the right © . << 
hand of God, yet it is not there ſaid, that te&s of 
the expiation of fins was made before Chriſt s bono -n 
entrance into Heaven ; for thoſe, faith he, into Hea- 
are to be confidered as two different Je from 
things ; for a Prince firſt enters into his at. = 
Palace, before he fits upon his throne. And righthand 
1 therefore, faith he, Chriſt may be ſaid to © —_ 
| have made expiation of ſins, before he ſate 
= down at the right hand of hu Father, not cr. c.10. 
1 that it was done by his death, But by his {#. 50. 
entrance into Heaven, and offering him-* **' 
ſelf to God there, by which means he ob- 
tained his ſitting on the right hand of the 
Majeſty ou high, and thereby the full Power 
of remiſſion of fins, and giving eternal life. 
To which 1 anſwer. 1. That the Scrz- 
pture never makes ſuch a diſtintion be- 
1 tween Chriſt's entrance into Heaven, and 
1 fitting at the right hand of God ; which 
1; latter tmplying no more but the glort- 
X ous 
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ous ſtate of Chriſt in Heaven, his eq- 
trance into Heaven doth imply it : For 
therefore God exalted him to be a Prince 
and a Saviour ; and the reaſon of the 
power and authority given him in Hea- 
ven is no where attributed to his extrance 
into it as the means of it ; but our $S4- 
Matt. 28. yjour before that tells us tha? a7 power 
as and authority was committed to him ; and 
his very entrance into Heaven was a part 
of his glory ; and given him in conſide- 
ration of his ſufferings ; as the Apoſle 
plain!y aſſerts ; aud he became obedient 
Phil.2.8,9.70 death , even the death of the Croſs, 
wherefore God hath highly exalted him, 
&c. There can be then no imaginable 


reaſon to make the entrance of Chriſt Þ 
into Heaven, and preſenting himſelf to !! 
God there, a condition or means of ob- | 
taining that power and authority # 
which is implyed in his fitting at the | 
right hand of God. 2. Suppoling, we | 
ſhould look on theſe as diſtinct, there is | 


as little reaſon to attribute the expiation | 


of fin to his entrance, conſidered as di- 


ſtint from the other : For the expiation of ? 
ſins in Heaven being by Cre/ius himſelf | 


confeſſed to be by the exerciſe of Chriſt's 
power, and this being only the means 


to that power, how could Chriſt expiate ? 
ſins $ 
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fins by that power which he had not : 
But of this I have ſpoken before, and 
ſhewed that in no ſenſe allowed by 
themſelves the expiation of ſins can be 
attributed to the entrance of Chriſt into 
Heaven as diſtin& from his titting at the 
right hand of God. Thus much may 
ſaffice to prove, that thoſe ettects of an 
Expiatory Sacrifice , which do reſpect 
the ſins committed, do properly agree 
to-the death of Chrilt, 

XI. | now come to that which re- 
ſpeQs the perſon, conſidered as obnoxi- 
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ronement 


ous to the wrath of God by reaſon of his made by 
ſins ; and fo the effet of an Expiatory H_ : 


Sacrifice is Atonement and Reconciliation. 
By the wrath of God, I mean, the reaſon 


| which God hath from the hol.neſs and 
| juſtice of his nature, to puniſh ſin in 
2 thole who commit it : by the means of 
s Atonement and Reconciliation, | mean,that 
# in conſideration of which, God 1s ' wil- 
© ling to releaſe the ſinner from the oblti- 


7 gation to puniſhment he lie; under by the 


Law of God, and to receive him into fa- 


7 your, upon the terms which are decla- 
z red by the Doctrine of Chriſt, And 
I that the death of Chriſt was ſuch. a 
* means of Atonement and Reconciliation 


* 
be 
2 

7 

" 

\ 
x 


for us, I ſhall prove by thoſe places of 
XN 2 SCris 
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Scripture which ſpeak of it. But Cre/iu 
would ſeem to acknowledge , That if 
Grotius ſeem to contend for no more, thay 
that Chriſt did avert that wrath of God 
which men had deſerved by their fins, they 
would willingly yield him all that he pleads 
for : but then he adds, That this delive. 
rance from the wrath to come, is not by the | 


death, but by the power of Chriſt. $6 fl 
that the queſtion is, Whether the death 
of Chriſt were the means of Atonement A 


and Reconciliation between God and us? # 
and yet Cre/ius would ſeem willing to Þ 
yield too, that the death of Chriſt may be | 


ſaid to avert the wrath of God from us, ©. 


as it was a condition in order to it ; for | 


in that ſenſe it had no more influence up- A * 
on it than his birth had : but we have | 1 


already ſeen, that the Scripture attri- Þ 


butes much more to the death and blond Xt 
of Chriſt , in order to the expiation of A f 


fin. We do not ceny, that the death of * 
Chriſt may be called a condition, as the | 
performance of any thing in order to an | 
end, may be called the condition upon 


which that thing is to be obtained ; but Þ © 


we ſay, that it isnot a bare condition, but | 
ſuch a one as implies a confideration, up- | 
on which the thing is obtained, being ! 
ſuch as anſwers the end of him that grants 


it: 


#2 - - * 
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it : by which means it doth propitiate or 
atone him, who had before juſt reaſon 
to puniſh, but is now willing to forgive 
and be reconciled to them, who have ſo 
highly offended him. And in this ſenſe 
we aſlert,that Chriſt is ſaid to beiaz7us;, 
a propitiation for our fins, x John 2. 2.---4. 
10. which we take in the ſame ſenſe that 


 iAzous;, is taken for the Six offering for 
7 Atonement, Ezek.44.27.7050 050 (N20, 
7 they /hall offer a fin-offering ; for ſo 89N 
# there ſignifies and in the fame ſenſe 2z- 
7 azous is taken, Ezek.q5.19. and theRam 
7 for Atonement is call'd 224% T3 iAaTowms, 


Namb. 5.8. And thence the Figh-Prie/# 
when he made an Atonement, 1s ſaid 
mig T iAz714201, 2 Maccab.z. 33. which 


2 sof the greater conſequence to us, be- 
7 cauſe Crellius woald not have the ſenſe ei- 
q ther of i>zopg; or iazoreSz, to be taken 
* from the common uſe of the word in the 
1 Greek Tongue ; but from that which ſome 
& call the Helleniſtical uſe of it ; viz. That 
q which is uſed in the Greek of the new Te-. 


lament, out of the LXX. and the Apo- 


8 cryphal Greek ; in both which we have 
L found the word iae54; in a ſenſe fully 


7 correſpondent to what we plead for. But 
7 he yet urges, and takes a great deal of 
pains to prove, that iAz7k:5a and fZAg- 


X 3 OHAeS 2; 


3 VP 
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oueSa do not always ſignifie to be appeaſed 
by another ; but ſometimes ſtenifies to be 
propitious and merciful in pardoning ; and 
ſometimes to expiate, and then ſignifies the | 
ſame with «99227 -v and 211afcw ; which 
if it be granted, proves nothing againſt 
us, having already proved, that thoſe 
words do ignifie rhe averſion of the wrath | 
of God by a Sacrifice, and that rhere isno # 
reaſon to reccde trom that ſignification, ! 
when they are applied ro the #4lood of © 
Chriſt. And we do not contend, that ; 
when the word i>20u% or iAcvoxeola is & 
applicd to him that doth forgive, itdoth | 
imply appeaſing ; but the effect. of it, | 
which is pardozing ; but that which we } 
aflert, is, that when it is applicd to a | 
third perſon, or a thing made uſe of in | 
order to forgiveneſs, then we ſay it 1'g- | 
nitics the propitiating him that was jutt- } 
ly diſpleaſed : fo 2s by what was done | 
or ſuft.rcd for that end, he is willing to } 
pardon w har he hadjuft reaſon to puniſh, 
So Meſes is laid, zo make Atonement for 
the people by his prayers, #, iAaod1 216 
TE} Þ 19x, Exod. 4.14. and we may | 
ſee Verſe 11. how much God was dif | 
pleaſed before. And Moſes beſought the 
Lord his God, and ſaid, Why doth thy | 
wrath wax hot againſt thy people ? and | 


Verſe | 
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Verſe 12. Turn from thy fierce wrath, and 
repent of this evil againſt thy people, and 
then it 1s ſaid, Verſe 14. The Lord was 
atoned for the evil which he thought to do 
unto his people. IT would theretore wil- 
lingly know, why Moſes might not 
here properly be ſaid, i>2eIa1. Ix% 
Tip! Tis xgxizc, AS It 1s ſaid iAZSn 
4 121A T2: . THG K G42 5 , and there- 
7 fore ſince it is fo very often faid in 
7 the Levitical Law, iAzoz:zX and ZAz- 
- oxeT021 Tec Tr, as Te2! aulay, Te21 Th; 
uz, reg) var, and the accuſative caſe 
{ ſcarce ever put but in two caſes ; (viz. 
When theſe words are applied to inani- 
mate things, as the Altar, &c, or when 
to God himſelf, implying forgiveneſs) 
what reaſon can we aſſign more probable 

7 for this different conſtruction, than that 
when T2} is uſed,the verb hath a reſpect 
to the offended party as the accuſative 
underſtood ? as Chriſt is ſaid in the pla- 
ces mentioned to be iAzouG T2! Xucece 
1r, which ought in reaſon to be under- 
ſtood as thoſe words after Moſes his inter- 
ceſſion, #, iaxSn nu2 1G. me! Tic Karts. 
But Cre/lius asks, Why then do we never 
read once concerning the Prie(t, that he did 
AdoxeSa T7 Rv Te2! zuc21iny Or Tept 
TWw@., but we read that he did tZ)doxeXx 
® X 4 _ 
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70 £1100 70 Junagr tov, and God i ſaid, 
AaTxeday mrs epactizc, To this I an- 
ſwer; 1. That the reaſon why the per- 
ſon propitiated,is not expreſſed, is, becaule 
it was ſo much taken for granted, that 
the whole Inſtitution of Sacrifices did 
immediately reſpe&t God, and therefore 
there was no danger of miſtaking, con- 
cerning the perſon who was to be atoned, 
2. ] wonder Cre//ius can himſelf produce 
no inſtance where #ZAcoz#aX m5 amar- 
1;z; is uſed with reſpect to the Sacrifices, 
'and the perſons whole offences are remit- 
ted by theAtonement; but where iAzoax 
hath a relation to that, it is ſtill joyned 
with a Prepoſition relating either to the 
perſon or-to the offences; if no more 
were underſtood when it is ſo uſed, than 
when God himſelf is {aid to do it, why 
is not the phraſe #ZAzIKX m5 euoe- 
Tz, as well faid of the Prieſt, as it is of 
God > From whence Grot:us his ſenſe of 
Febr. 2.17. ic T0 iA2OKe Rs) T5 AMCOTING 
for iAzokcX Sx ej, CTC 1G 
far more agreeable to the uſe of the 
phraſe in the Old Teſlament, than that 
which Cre/;us would put upon it. There- 
fore ſince the iAzou%; 23 1 <parnir 
is attributed to Chriſt, we ought to take 
it in the ſenſe proper to a Propitiatory 
4 OE TY | Sactt- 
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Sacrifice: fo it is ſaid by Moſes, where 
God is left out, but is neceſſarily under- 
ſtood, after the people had provoked 
God by their Idolatry ; Te have ſinned a 
great fin: And now I will go up unto the 
Lord, ive #ZAompgi 2, > LUHCTING Un 
uwr, That I may make an Atonement for 
your fin : What way could Moſes be ſaid 
to make this Atonement, but by propiti- 
ating God ; yet his name is not there ex- 
preſſed, but neceſſarily underſtood. So 
#ZM4Tt& To ae4owmnw is uſed in the moſt 
proper ſenſe for appealing the anger of a 
perſon, Gen.32.20. and # m1 #AdTpuua, 
2 Sam. 21.3. which plates have been al- 
ready inſiſted on, in the ſignification of 
the word 122: And that thoſe places 
wherein Chriſt is ſaid to be a propitia- 
tion for our ſins, are capable of no other 
ſenſe, will appear from the conſideration 
of Chriſt, as a middle perſon between 
God and us; and therefore his being 
LAZUO; MECL eS/] eCuargny, cannot be 
pe my "_ phraſe, where God 
himſelf is ſaid, Aus TX Luce 
n1z;, for Chriſt is many Ber dey, 
interpoſing between God and us, as Meo- 
ſes and the Prieſts under the Law did be- 
tween God and the people, in order 
fo the averting his wrath from them. 
And when one doth thus interpoſe in 


orcer 
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order to: the Atonement of the offended 
party, ſomething is always ſuppoſed to 
be done or ſuffered by him, as the means 
of that Atonement. As Facob ſuppo- 
{ed the preſent he made to his Brother 
would propitiate him ; and David ap- 
peaſed the Gibeonites by the death of 
Saul's Sons, both which are ſaid eZAz5ze- 
9. So the ſhedding of the blood of Sacri- 
fices before and under the Law, was the 
means of atoxing God for the ſins they 
committed. What reaſon can there be 
then why ſo received a ſenſe of 4tonement, 
both among the Jews, and all other Na- 
tions at that timewhen theſe words were 
written, muſt be forſaken ; and any 0- 
ther (ſenſe be embraced, which neither 
agrees with the propriety of the expreſli- 
on, nor with ſo many other places of 
Scripture, which make the blood of 
Chriſt to be a Sacrifice for the Expiation 

of in ? 
OfRecon- XI. Neither is it only our Atone- 
ciliation ment, but our Reconciliation is attribu- 
by Chris 124 to Chriſt too, with a reſpect to his 
Death and Sufferings. As in the place be- 
Rom.5.19: fore inſiſted on . For zf when we were ene- 
mies, we were reconciled to God by the 
death of his Son ; and more largely in the 
2 Cor. 18. ſecond Epiſtle to the Corinthians. And 
19, 21 af} things are of God, who bath reconciled 
US 
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us to himſelf by Feſus Chriſt, and hath 
given to us the miniſtry of reconciliation : 
To wit, that God was in Chriſt reconciling 
the world unto himſelf, not imputing their 
treſpaſſes unto them, and hath committed 
to us the word of reconciliation. For he 
hath made him to be fin for us who knew 
no fin, that we might be made the righte- 
ouſneſs of God in him. And to the Ephe- 
frans, And that he might reconcile both Eph-2.16. 
anto God in one body by his Croſs, having 
ſlain the enmity thereby. To the ſame 
purpoſe to the Coloſſians, And having made Col. r. 20, 
peace through the blood of his Croſs, by ***** 
him to reconcile all things to himſelf, by 
him I ſay whether they be things in eaven 
or in Earth; and you that were ſometimes 
alienated and enemies in your mind by wick- 
ed works, yet now hath he reconciled, in 
the body of his fleſh through death. Two 
things the ſubſtance of Crellias his anſwer c,,y ,. , 
may be reduced to concerning theſe /e#. 15,16, . 
places. 1. That it is no where ſaid that God "113:&« 
was reconciled to us, but that we are recon- 
ciled to God, and therefore this reconcilia- 
tion doth not imply any averting of the an- 
ger of God. 2. That none of theſe places 
do aſſert any reconciliation with God ante- 
cedent to our converſion, and ſo that the 
Reconciliation mention d implies only the 


laying 
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laying afide our enmity to God by our ſins 
I begin with the firſt of theſe, concern- 
ing which we are to conſider not barely 
the phraſes uſed in Scripture, but what 
the nature of the thing implies; as to 
which a difterence being ſuppoſed be- 
tween God and man on the account of 
ſin, no reconciliation can be imagined but 
what is mutual. For did man only fall 
out with God, and had not God juſt rea- 
ſon to te diſpleaſed with men for their 
Apoſtaſie from him? If not, what made 
him fo ſeverely puniſh the firſt fin that 
ever was committed by man? what rnade 
him puniſh the old World for their im- 
pieties by a deluge? what made him leave 
ſuch Monuments of his anger againſt 
the fins of the World in ſucceeding Ages? 
what made him add ſuch ſevere ſandi- 
ons to the Laws he made to the people 
of the Fews 2 what made the moſt up- 


. right among them ſo vehemently to de- 
* precate his wrath and diſpleaſure upon 


the ſenſe of their ſins? what makes him 
declare not only his hatred of the ſins of 
men, but of the perſons of thoſe who 
commit them ; ſo far as to expreſs the 
greateſt abhorrency of them 2 Nay, what 
makes our Adverſaries themſelves to ſay, 
that impiety us in its own nature wee. 7 

| od. 
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God, and ſtirs him up to anger againſt all 
who commit it 2 what means, I fay, all 
this, if God be not angry: with men on 
the account of fin? Well then ;' ſyppo- 
ſing God to be averſe fromi'men by rea- 
fon of their ſins, ſhall this difpleaſure al- 
ways continue of not ? if it alwayS'con- 
tinues, - men muſt certainly -fuffer the 
deſert of their ſins; if it doth not always 
continie, then God- may be ſaid to be 
reconciled in the ſame ſenſe that an of- 


fended party is capable of being'reconci- 
ted to him who hath provoked 'him. | 


Now there are two ways whereby: a par- 
ty juſtly offended may be ſaid tobe re- 


conciled to him that hath offended him." 
Firſt, when he is not only willingto ad-, 


mit of terms of agreement, but doth 
declare his acceptance of the mediation 
of a third perſon, and that he is To well 
fatisfied with what he hath done in'order 
to- it, that he appoints this tobe pnb- 
liſhed to the Werld to affure the offen- 
der, that if the breach continues, the 
fault wholly lies upon himſef.' The 
ſecond is, when the offender-doth accept 
of the terms of agreement offered, and 
ſubmits himſelf to him whom he hath 
provoked, and is upon that received m- 
to favour. And theſe two we _ 
mu 
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muſt neceſſarily be diſtinguiſhed in the 
reconciliation between God and us. For 
upon. the: death and ſyfterings.of Chriſt, 
God declares: to the World he is ſo well 
{atisfied with what Chriſt hath done and 
ſuffered in order 1o the reconciliation be- 
tween himſelf and us, that he now pub- 
liſhes renuſſion.of fins to the World upon 
thoſe terms, 'which the; Mediator hath 
declared by his. own .dodtrine, and the 
Apoſtles he ſent to preach. it: :But becauſe 
remiſſion-:of-ſins doth not immediately 
_ follow upon-the death of: Chriſt, with- 
out ſuppolition of any a on. our part, 
therefore the ſtate of favaur doth com- 
mence from, the performance 'of the con- 
ditions which are required from us. So 
that upon the. death of Chriſt God decla- 
ring his acceptance of Chriſt's mediation, 
and that the obſtacle did 'not lie upon 
his part;; therefore thoſe Meſſengers. who 
were ſent. abroad into-the world to-per- 
ſwade men, to accept-of theſe terms of 
agreement, .;do inſiſt | moſt upon that 
which was the remaining: obſtacle, w/z. 
the ſins of Mankind, that men by laying 
aſide them, would be now. reconciled F 
to God, ſince there was nothing to hin= 
der this reconciliation, their obſtinacy 


in fin excepted. Which may be a very 
reaſona- 
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reaſonable account why we read more 
frequently in_the Writings of the Apo- 
ſtles, of mens duty in being reconct- 
led to God ; the other being ſuppoſed 
by them as the foundation of their 
preaching to the world, and is inſiſted 
on by them upon that account, as is 
clear in that place to the Corinthians, .cor.5.19, 
That God was in Chriſt reconciling the 9. 
World to himſelf, not imputing unto men 
their treſpaſſes, and hath committed to us 
the word of Reconciliation; and therefore 
adds, Now then we are Ambaſſadors for 
Chriſt, as though God did beſeech you by us, 
we pray you in Chriſt's ſtead be ye reconci- 
led to God: And leaſt theſe words ſhould 
ſeem dubious, he declares that the recon- 
ciliation in Chriſt was diſtin&t-from that 
reconciliation he perſwades them to; for 
the reconciliation in Chriſt he ſuppoſeth 
paſt, v. 18. A/ things are of God, who 
hath reconciled us to himſelf by Jeſus 
Chriſt, and v.21. he ſhews us how this 
Reconciliation was wrought ; For he hath 
made him to be fin for us who knew no ſin, 
| that we might be made the rightecuſneſs of 
z God in him, Crelljus here finds it necet- cre!l.cap.r. 
fary to acknowledge a twofold Reconci-/*#. nm 
liation, but hopes to eſcape the force of - TOR 
this place by a rare diſtinction of the Re- 
conciliation as preached by Chriſt, and by 

hs 
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his Apoſtles ; and ſo God's having reconci- 
led the world to himſelf by Jeſus Chriſt is 
nothing elſe but Chriſt's preaching the Go- 
ſpel himſelf, who afterwards committed 
that Office to his Apoſtles. But if ſuch 
ſhifts as theſe will ſerve to baffle mens 
underſtandings, both they were made, 
and the Scripture were written to very 
little purpoſe ; for if this had been all 
the 4poſtle had meant, that Chriſt preach- 
ed the ſame Dodtrine of Reconciliation 
before them, what mighty matter had 
this 'been to have ſolemnly told the 
World; that Chriſt's Apoſtles preached 
no other Doctrine, but whar their Ma- 
fter had preached before 2 eſpecially if 
no more were meant by it, but that men 
ſhould leave their fins, and be reconci- 
led ro God. But beſides, why 1s the 
Miniſtery of Reconciliation, then attribu- 
ted only to the Apoſtles, and not to Chriſt, 
which ought in the firſt place to have 
been given to him, ſince the Apoſtles 
did only receive it from him? Why is 
that Miniftery of Reconciliation ſaid to be, 
Viz. that God was in Chriſt reconciling the 
World to himſelf? was this all the ſubject 
of the Apoſtles preaching, to tell the 
World, that Chriſt per{[waded men to 
leave off their ſins > how comes God to 
reconcile the World to himſelf by the 
preaching 
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preaching of Chriſt, ſince Chriſt himſelf 
faith, he was not ſent to preach to the 
world; but to the loft (heep of the houſe of Tſ- 
rael > Was the World reconciled toGod 
by the preaching of Chriſt, before they 
had ever heard of him 2 Why is God ſaid 
not to z1pute to men their treſpaſſes by the 
preaching of Chriſt, rather than his 4- 
poſtles ; it the not imputing were no 
more than declaring God's readineſs to 
pardon ; which was equally done by the 
Apoſtles as by Chriſt. himlelf > Laſtly, 
what force or dependance is.there in the 
laſt words, For he made him to be fin for 
us, who knew no fin, &c. if all he had been 
ſpeaking of before had only related to 
Chriſt's preaching 2 How was he made 
ſin more than the 4poſtles, if he were 
only treated as a finner upon the account 
of the ſame Doctrine which they preach- 
ed equally with him ? and mightnot men 
be ſaid to be made zhe righteouſneſs of 
God in the Apoſtles, as well as 7» Chriſt, 
if no more be meant, but being per{wa- 
ded to be rizhteous, by the Doctrine de- 

livered tothem? 
in the twolatter places, Eph. 2.16. 
Coloſſ. 1. 20, Sc. it is plain, that a two- 
fold reconciliation is likewiſe mentioned, 
b | the 
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the one of the Fews and Gentiles to one 
another, the other of both of them #o 
God. For nothing can be more ridicu- 
lous than the Expolition of Socinus, who 
would have 7&6 Os not to be joyned with 
the Verb, Ymoxg7eMaZn, but ta ſtand by 
zt ſelf, and to ſfrgnifie that this reconcilia- 
tion of the Fews and Gentiles did tend to 
the glory of God. And Crellius, who 
ſtands out at nothing, hopes to bring off 
Socinus here roo ; by ſaying, that it is 
very common, for the end to which a thing 
was appointed to be expreſſed by a Dattve 
caſe following the Verb; but he might 
have ſpared his pains in proving a thing 
no one queſtions; the ſhorter anſwer had 
been to have produced one place where 
am ugmAgzoriy Op ever fignifies any 
thing but to be reconciled to God as the 
oftended party ; or wherever theDative of 
the perſon following the Verb importing 
reconciliation, did ſignifie any thing elſe 
but the party with whom the reconcilia- 
tion was to be made. As for that objeRi- 
on concerning, things in Heaven being re- 
conciled ; that phraſe doth not import 
ſuch a Reconciliation of the Angels as of 
Men, but that Men and Angels upon the 
reconcihation of men to God, become 

one 
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one body under Chriſt, and are gather- 
ed together in him, as the Apoſtle ex- 
preſſeth ir, Eph. t. : 0. 


XIII 1. Having thus far proved, that ObjeRi- 


the eftedts of an Expiatory Sacrifice do _ 
belong to the death of Chrift, nothing 
now remains but an anſwer to be made 
to two Objections, which are common- 
ly inſiſted on by our Adverſaries. The 
firſt is, That God was reconciled before he 
ſent tis Son, and therefore Chriſt could not 
die to reconcile God to us, The ſecond is, 
That the Doitrine of Satisfation aſſerted 
by us, is inconſiſtent with the freeneſs of 
God's grace in the remiſſion of jtns : Both 
which will admir of an eafic Solution 
upon the principles of the foregoing dit- 
courſe. To the firſt I an{wer, That we a\- 
ſert nothing incontiſtent with that love 
of God, which was diſcovered in ſend- 
ing his Son into the world ; we do not 
ſay, That God hared mankind ſo much 
on the acccunt of fin, that it was im- 
poſſible he ſhould ever admit of any 
terms of Reconciliation with them, which 
is the only thing inconſiſtent with the 
greatneſs of God's love, in ſending Chriſt 
into the world ; but we adore and mag- 
nifie the infinitenels and unexprellible 
greatneſs of his love, that notwithſtand- 

Y 2 ing 
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ing all the contempt of the former kind- 
neſs and mercies of Heaven, he ſhould 
be pleaſed to ſend his own Son to die tor 
ſinners, that they might te reconciled 
to him. And herein was the great 
love of God manifeſted, that whzle 
we were enemies and ſinners, Chriſt died 
for us, and that for this end, that we 
might be reconciled to God by his death. 
And therefore ſurely, not in the ſtate of 
favour or Reconciliation with God then. 
But it were worth the while, to under- 
ſtand what it 15 our Adverſaries mean, 
when they ſay, God was reconciled when 
he ſent his Sen, and therefore he could not 
die to reconcile God to us. Either they 
mean, that God had decreed to be recon- 
ciled upon the ſending his Son, or that 
he was aQtually reconciled when he ſent 
him : if he only decreed to be reconciled, 
that was not at all inconſiſtent with 
Chriſt's dying to reconcile God and us in 
purſuance ot that decree : if they mean, 
he was actually reconciled, then there 
was no nced for Chriſt to die to recon- 
cile God and us ; but withal, actual Re- 
conciliation implies pardon of ſin ; and 
if fin were actually pardoned before 
Chriſt came, there could be no need of 
his coming at all, and ſins would have 

bcen 
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been pardoned before committed ; if 
they were not pardoned, n-twithſtand- 
ing that love of God, then 1t can imply 
no more, but that God was willing to be 
reconciled. -If therefore the not-remi{- 
ſion of ſins were conſiſtent with that 
love of God, by which he ſent Chriſt in- 
tothe world, then notwirhſtanding that 
he was yet capable of being reconciled 
by his death. So that our Adverſarics 
are bound to reconcile that love of God, 
with not preſently pardoning the ſins of 
the world, as we are to reconcile it with 
the ends of the death of Chriſt, which 


are aſſerted by us. 

XIV. To the other Objection, Con- The free- 
cerning the inconſiſtency of the Freeneſs of nels of 
God's Grace, with the Doftrine of Satis- ferred in 
fa4ion. | anſwer, Either God's Grace is Scripture, 
{o freeas tocexclude all conditions,or not : _ yp-<& 
If it be ſo free, as to exclude all conditi- faction. 
ons, then the higheſt Antinomianijm is the 
trueſt Doctrine ; for that is the higheſt 
degree of the Freenc(s of Grace, which 
admits of no conditions at all. If our 
Adverſaries ſay, That the Freeneſs of 
Grace is conſiſtent with conditions required 
on our part, Why thall it not admit of 
conditions on God's part ? eſpecially, 
when the condition required, tends fo 

® 4 highly 
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highly to the end of God's governing the 
world, in the manifeſtation of his ha- 
tred again{t {in,and the vindication of the 
honour of his Law's by the Sufferings of 
the Sn of God in our ſtead, as an Ex- 
piatorv Sacrifice tor our fins. There are 
two things to be conlidered in fin, the 
diſhonour done to God, by the breach of 
his Laws, and the injury men do tothem- 
{elves by it ; now remitfion of fins, that 
r.{pc&s rl.e injury which men bring up- 
on themſclves by it; and that is Free, 
wien the penalty is wholly forgiven, as 
we allrt it is by the Golpel to all peni- 
tent tinners : but thi!ll not God be 
jrce to vindicate his own Honour, and 
to declare his righteouſneſs to the world, 
while he is the Tuſtifier of them that be- 
lieve : Shall men in caſe of Detamation, 
be bound to vindicate themſelves, rhough 
they irecly forgive the Authors of the 
ſlander, by our 4dverſaries own Doftrine 2 
and muſt it ke repugnant to God s Grace, 
to admit of a Propiriatory Sacrifice, that 
the world may underſtand, that it is no 
ſuch eafie thing to obtain pardon of ſin 
commitred againſt God ; but that as of- 
ren as they conſider the bitter Sufferings 
of Chriſt, in order to the obtaining the 
forgiveneſs of our ſins, that ſhould ” 
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the greateſt Argument to diſlwade them 
from the practice of them 2? But why 
ſhould it be more inconſiſtent with the 
Sacrifice of Chriſt, for God freely to par- 
don fin, than it was ever preſumed to be 
in all the Sacrifices of either Jews or Gen- 
tiles? who all ſuppoſed Sacrifices neceſ- 
fary in order to Atonement; and yet 
thought themſelves obliged to the good- 
neſs of God in the Remiſſion of their 


$07 


ſins 2 Nay. we find that God himſelf, in Gen. 20.7. 


the caſe of Abimelech, appointed 4bra- 
ham to pray for him, in order to his par- 
don ; And will any one ſay, this was a 
derogation to the Grace of God in his 


pardon 2 Or to the pardon of Jos 19942: " 


Friends, becauſe Fob was appointed to Sa- 
crifice for them? Or to the pardon of 
the //raelites, becauſe God out of kind- 
neſs to them, directed them by the Pro- 
phets, and appointed the means in order 
to it? But although God appointed our 
High-Prieſt for us, and out of his great 
love ſent him into the world, yet his 
Sacrifice was not what was gzven him, 
but what he freely underwent himſelf ; 
he gave us Chriſt , but Chri/# offered 
up himſelf a ful, perfect and ſufficient 
Sacrifice, Oblation and Satisfailion for the 
fins of the world. | 

TS 4 Thus, 
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Tus, Sir, I have now given you a 
larger account of what | then more 
briefly diſcourſed of, concerning the true 
Reaſon of the Sufferings of Chriſt ; and 
heartily wiſhing you a right under/tand- 
ing in all things, and requeſting from 
you an Zmpartial confideration of what 
I have written, 


] am, 
$1 R, 


Your, &c. 


Fan. 6. 1664. 


E. SD. 
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1TIM. I. 15. 


This is a faithful ſaying and worthy of all 
acceptation, That Chriſt Jeſus came in- 
to the World to ſave Sinners, of 
whom I am chief. | 


+ 


F theſe Words were ro be under- 


ſtood without any Reſtriction or 
Limitation that Chriſt Jeſus came 
into the Warld to ſave finners, they 
would overthrow the great Deſign of 
the Goſpel, and make its Excellent Pre- 
__ Uſeleſs and Ineffeftual. For, to 
what purpoſe ſhould men be put upon 
the ſevere PraQtice of Repentance, Mor- 
| tification 


+ ba 
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tification and a continued Courſe of a 
Holy Life, if the meer being S7nners did 
ſufficiently qualifie them for Salvation - 
This indeed would be thought a Do- 
dtrine worthy of all Acceptation by the 

reateſt Sinners ; but it could not be a 
faithful ſaying, being, not agreeable either 
to the Nature of God, or Revelation of 
his Will by Chriſt Feſus. But S. Paul 
ſpeaks of ſuch Sinners as himſelf had 
been; z. e. ſuch as had been great Sin- 
ners, but had truly and ſincerely repen- 
ted. Of whom 1 am chief. What then > 
Muſt we look on him as the Standard 
and Mealure of ſuch Szners whom Chri/t 
Jeſus came to fave 2 What will then be- 
come of all thoſe who have been Sin- 
ners of a higher Rank than ever he was 2 
It; true in the Verſes before the Text, 
he {ets out his Sins, as a humble Peni- 


_ tent 1s wont to do, with the worſt Co- 


lours and deepeſt Aggravations, Who was 
before a blaſphemer and a perſecutor, and 
injurious ; but yet he adds, that he obtained 
Mercy becauſe he did it ignorantly, in un- 
belief. How then is S. Paul the Chief 
of Sinners 2 Are Sins of Ipnorance and 
Miſtake the greateſt of Sins, for which 
Chriſt died ? Is there no Expzation for 
any other by Jeſus Chriſt > What _ 

Ce 
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become then of all ſuch who ſin againſt 
Knowledge and Conſcience, and not 7x 
Ianorance and Unbelief > Can none of 
theſe hope for Mercy by Chriſt Feſas, 
although they do truly Repent ? But zhe 
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Blood of Chriſt is faid elizewhere to cleanſe 1Job. 1: 7- 


us from all Sin ; not, while we continue 


/ 


in them, but if we repent and forſake Ch. 2.v-2- 


them. And Jeſus Chriſt is ſaid to be a 
Propitiation for our Sins ; and not for ours 
only, but for the Sins of the whole World. 
And therefore this Expreſſion of S Paul 
notes his great Humility and deep Senſe 
of his own Sins; but doth not ex- 
clude others from the hopes of Pardon 
whote Sins have other Aggravationsthan 
his had. For, if we leave out the laſt 
words as peculiar to his Cafe, yet the 
other contain in them a true Propoſition 
and of the greateſt Importance to Man- 
kind ; This is a faithful ſaying and wor- 
thy of all acceptation, that Chriſt Jeſus 
came into the World to ſave finmers. 

This, you may fay, is a matter out 
of all doubt among all ſuch who hope 
for Salvation by Chriſt Jeſus ; for all 
are agreed, that one way or other we are 
to be ſaved by him. But there is great 
Difficulty as to the Way of ſaving fin- 
ers by Chriſt Jeſus ; whether by - Do- 

rin? 
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arine and Example of the Man Chriſt Je- 
ſus, by the Power he attained through his 
Sufferings ; Or,by the Eternal Son of God's 
aſſuming our Nature, and ſuffering in our 
ſtead in order to the Reconciling God to us 
and making a Propitiation for our Sins. 
Theſe are two very difterent Zypotheſes 
or Notions of Chriſt's coming to ſave Sin- 
ners ; and the former ſeems more Eaſie 
to be underſtood and believed ; and the 
other ſeems to have Inſuperable Difficul- 
ties in point of Reaſon; and to run our 
Religion into Myſteries, which expoſe 
our Faith and make Chriſtianity appear 
Contemptible to Men of Senſe and Un- 
derſtanding. Is it not therefore much 
better to embrace ſuch a Scheme of ir, 
as will have the leaſt Objetion againſt 
it, that ſo Men of Reaſon may not be 
tempted to Infidelity, and Men of Super- 
ſtition may not under the Colour of My- 
ſteries bring in the moſt Abſurd and Un- 
reaſonable Dodtrines ? 

Theſe are plauſible Inſinuations, and 
would be apt to prevail on conſidering 
Mens minds, if they were to form and 
make a Religion that might be moſt ac- 
commodated to the Genius and Humour 
of the Age they live in. And truely no 
Men (by their own Authority ) can 

pretend 
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pretend to a Right to impoſe on others 
any Myſteries of Paith, or any ſuch things 
which are above their Capacity to un- 
derſtand. But that is not our Caſe; for 
we all profeſs to believe and receive 
Chriſtianity as a Divine Revelation ; and 
God ( we ſay ) may require from us 
the belief of what we may not be able 
to comprehend, eſpecially if it relates 
to Himſelf, or ſuch things which are 
Conſequent upon the Union of the Di- 
vine and Human Nature. Therefore 
our bulineſs is to conſider, whether any 
ſuch things be contained in that Revela- 
tion which we all own ; and if they be, 
we are bound to believe them, although 
we are not able to comprehend them. 


Now here are two Remarkable Cha- 
rafters in theſe Words, by which we 
1 may examin theſe different Zypotheſes 
! concerning the way of Salvation by Jeſus 
7 Chriſt. 

I. 1: zs a faithful ſaying, and therefore 
muſt be contained in that Revelation 
which God hath made concerning our 
Salvation by Chriſt. 

I. It i worthy of all Acceptation ; i.e. 
molt uſefull and beneficial to Mankind. 


Now 
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Now by theſe two TI ſhall proceed in 
the Examination of them. 


I. Which is moſt agreeable to the 
Revealed Will of God. 

IT. Which doth offer faireſt for the 
Benefit and Advantage of Man- 
kind. 


I. Which is moſt agreeable to the re- 
vealed Will of God. For that we are 
ſure is the moſt farthfall ſaying ; ſince 
Men of Wit and Reaſon may deceive us, 


but God cannot. When the Apoſtles + 


firſt preached this Doctrine to the World, 
they were not bound to believe what 
they affirmed to be a faithfull ſaying till 
they gave ſufficient Evidence of their 
Authority from God, :by the wonder- 
full Aſſiſtance of the Holy Ghoſt. But 
now this fazthfull ſaying is contained in 
the Books of the New Teſtament, by 
which we are to judge of the Truth of 
all Chriſtian Doarines. And when two 
different Senſes of Places of Scripture 
are offer'd, we are to conſider, which is 
moſt Reaſonable to be preterrd. And 
herein we are allow'd to Exerciſe our Rea- 


ſon as much as we pleaſe ; and the more 
we 
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we do ſo, the ſooner we ſhall come to 
Satisfaction in this matter, 
Now according to Reaſon we may 
Judge thar- Senſe to be preterr'd, 
1.) Which is moſt plain and eaſie 
a axeatle to the moſt received Senſe 
of 'Words'; not that which is forced and 
intricate, or which puts improper and 
metaphorical Senſes uponWords which are 
commonly taken in other Senſes ; eſpe- 


cially when it is no Sacramental thing,” 


which in its own Nature. is Figure: 
tive. 

(2.) That which ſuits moſt with the 
Scope and Deſign not only of the parti- 
cular Places, but of the whole New Zeſta- 
ment ; which i is, to magnifie God and to 
depreſs Man ? to ſet torth, the Infinite 
Love and Condeſcenſion of God 5» giving 
his Son toabe a Propitiation for our Sins ; 
ro ſet up the Worſhip of one true God in 
Oppoſition to Creatures; to Repreſent 
and Declare the mighty Advantages 
Mankind- receive by the Sufferings of 
Chriſt Jeſus. 

(3.) That which hath been generally 
received in the Chriſtian Church to be the 
Senſe of thoſe place. For, we are certain, 
this was always look'd on as a matter 
of great Concernment to all Chriſtians 

F".4 and 
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2nd they had as great Capacity of under- 


ſtanding the Senſe of the Apoſtles : and 
the Primitive Church had greater Helps 
for knowing it than others at fo much 
greater -Diftance. And therefore the 
Senſe 1s not to be taken from modern 
Tavent ions, or Criticiſms, or pretences to 
Revelation; but that which was at firſt 
deliver'd to the Chriſtian Church and hath 
been ſince received and embraced by it 
in the ſeveral Ages; and hath been moſt 
ſtrenuouſly. aſſerted, when it hath met 
with Oppoſition, as founded on Scripture 
and the general Conſent of the Chriſtian 
Church. 

(4) That which beſt agrees with the 
Charafers of thoſe Perſons from whom 
we receive the Chriſtian Faith ; and thoſe 
are Chriſt Feſus and his holy Apoſtles. For, 
if their Authority be loſt, ours Religion 
1s gone ; and their Authority depends 
upon their Sincerity and Faithfulneſs, 
and Care to inform the World aright in 
matters of ſo great Importance. 


(1.) I begin with the Character which 
the Apoſtles give of Chrift Feſus himfelt ; 
which is, that he was a Perſon of the 
greateſt Humility and Condeſcenſion, 
that he did not aſlume to himſelf that 

which 
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which he might juſtly have done. For 
let the Words of S. Paul be nnderſtood 
either as to the Nature, of Dignity of 
Chriſt, it is certain that they muſt im- 
ply thus much, that when Crit Jeſus 
was here on Earth, he was not of a vain 
aſſuming humour, that he did not boaſt 
of himſelf, nor magnifie his own Great- 
neſs, but was contented to be look'd on 
as other Men ; although he hid at that 
time far greater and Diviner Excellency 
in him than the World would believe. 
Leſs than this, cannot be made of thoſe 


form of God, he thought it not robbery to 
be equal with God, but made himſelf of no 
Reputation and took upon him the form of 

a Servant. | 
Now this being the Charafter given 
of him,let us conſider what he doth affirm 
concerning himſelf. For although he 
was far from drawing the People after 
him, by ſetting forth his own PerteCti- 
ons; yet upon juſt Occaſions, when 
the Fews conteſted with him, he did 
Aſſert fuch things, which muſt ſavour 
of Vanity and Oftentation, or elſe muſt 
imply rhat he was the Eternal Son of God. 
For, all Mankind are agreed that the 
higheſt degree of Ambition lies in Afﬀe- 
£4 Cting 
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Qing Divine Honour, or for a meer Man 

to be thought a God. How ſeverely did 

God puniſh Herod for being pleaſed with 

AR 12.22, the Peoples folly in crying out, he 
Voice of God and not of Man 2 And there- 

fore he could never have born with ſuch 
poſitive Aſſertions and ſuch repeated 
Defences of his being the Sox of God in 

ſuch a manner as implied his being ſo 

from Eternity. This in his Diſputes with 

the Jews he Affirms ſeveral times, that 

Joh. 6. 32; he came down from Heaven, not in a Me- 
33" taphorical but in a proper Senſe, as ap- 
38. 5o. pears by thoſe words, What and if ye ſhall 
58. 62- ſee the Son of Man aſcend up where he was 
before > In another Conference he aſlert- 

Joh. 8. 58. ed, that he was before Abraham. Which 
the Fews ſo literally underſtood, that 

v. 59. Without a Metaphor they went about to 
fone him ; little imagining that by Abra- 

ham the calling ot the Gentzles was to be 
underſtood. But above all, is that Ex- 
preſſion which he uſed to the Fews at ano- 
Joha0.3o. ther Conference, 1 and my Father are 
one ; Which they underſtood in ſuch a 

v. 3. manner that immediately they took up 
ſtones to have ſtoned him, What means 

all this Rage of the Fews againſt him ? 
What? for ſaying that he had Unity of 
Conſent with his Father 2 No certainly. 

But 
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But the Jews miſunderſtood him. Let us 
ſuppoſe it ; would not our Saviour have 
immediately explained himſelf to pre- 
vent ſo dangerous a Miſconſtrudtion : 
But he asked them, what it was they 
ſtoned him for 2 They anſwer him di- 
rely and plainly, becauſe that thou be- 
ing a man makeſt thy ſelf God. This was 
home to the purpoſe. And here was the 
time for him to have denied it, if it had 
not been ſo. But doth he deny it 2 Doth 
he ſay, it would be Bla/phemy in him to 
own it? No; but he goes about to de- 
fend it ; and proves it to te no Blaſphemy 
for him to ſay that he was the Son of God ; 
z.e. ſo as to be God, as the Fews under- 
ſtood it. Can we imagin that a meer Man 
knowing himſelf ro be ſuch, ſhould Af- 
ſume this to himſelf; and yet God to 
bear witneſs to him nor only by Mzracles 
but by a Yotce from Heaven, wherein he 
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V. 32, 33» 


V. 36, 


was called his beloved Son iv whom he was Matt.3.17. 


well pleaſed > Could God be pleaſed with 
a mortal, finite, deſpicable Creature, as 
the Fews thought him, that Aſſumed to 
himieif to be God, and maintained and 
defended it among his own People, in a 
ſolemn Conference at a very Publick Place 
in one of the Portico's of the Temple 2 
And this he perfiſted in to the laſt. For, 
& 1 when 
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Matt. 26. 
63. 


V. 64. 
Mark 14. 


v. 64. 


M:ztrt. 26. 
66. 


Luk. 22. 
71. 
Joh. 17. 5. 
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when the High Prieſt adjured him by the 


livinz God ' to tell, whether he were the 


Chriſt the Son of God, (for he, no doubr, 
had heard of the Reſult of this Conference 
in Solomon's Porch ) Feſus ſaid unto him, 
Thou haſt ſaid. $. Mark, more expreſly, 
Jeſus ſaid Tam. © And this was the. Blaſ- 
phemy, tor which they pur him to death; 
as appears by the Evangeli/ts. So that 
this ought to bea Diſpute only between 
Jews and Chriſtians; fince it was the very 
point, for which they condemned him to 
death. And in his laſt moſt divine Prayer 
juſt before his ſuftering, he owns the 
Glory which he had wth the Father before 
the World had a being. And now, O Fa- 
ther, glorifie thou me with the glory which 
Thad with thee, before the World was. 
Was this nothing but the Glory which 
God had deſigned to give him? This is 
ſo far from being peculiar to Chriſt, that 
it is common to all whom God deſigns 
to glorifie ; and takes away the diſtin- 
ion between the Decree and the Exe- 
cation of it. 

(2.) As to the Apoſtles, the Reaſon 
we believe their Teſtimony 1s, that they 
were Men of great Sincerity and Plain- 
neſs, and of great Zeal for the Honour 
and Glory of God. And nr 
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this CharaFer, let us examin what they 
lay concerning Chriſt Jeſus. 

He that was moſt converſant with 
him, and beloved by him, and lived to 
ſee his Divinity conteſted by ſome, and 
denied by others, is moſt ample in ſet- 
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ting it forth in his Admirable, Sublime, Joh.r. 1,2, 
and Divine Introduction to his Goſpel. Ce. 


Which all the Wit of Mankind can never 
make tolerable Senſe of, if they deny 
Chriſt's being the Eternal Son of God ; 
and it 1s he, that hath preſerved thoſe 
Conferences with the Fews, wherein he 
aſſerts his own Dzvintty. 

S. Paul was a Stranger to him while he 
lived ; but at the ſame time when he 
was ſo zealous to perſwade the Gentiles 
to the Worſhip of God and not of Crea- 


tures, he calls him God, over all Bleſſed Romg,,. 


for evermore. And when he faith, that 


the Eternal Power and Godhead are know» Rom.1 5 
by the Creation of the World, he atributes Col. :. 16. 


the Creation of all things to Chriſt, apply- 


ing to him thoſe words of the P/almz/?, Heb. 1. 2, 
Thou Lord in the beginning haſt laid the '* 


Foundation of the Earth and the Heaven, 
the Work of thy hands. Which cannot 
be underſtood of any Metaphorical Crea- 

tion, 
And after the ſtricteſt Examination 
& 4 of 
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of Copies, tlioſe will be found the beſt, 
which have that Reading on which our 
Tranſlation 4s grounded.- And without 


:Controverſie great 1s the - Myſtery of God- 


lineſs, God was manifeſt in the*Fleſh. © $0 
that God s being manifeſt in the Fleſh is 
made a great Part of the My/tery of Chri- 
ſtianity. - 

Bur here arifes a Difficulty, which 
deſerves to be conſiderd ; z.e. If there 
* were nothing in the Chriſtian Doct- 
rine, but the Way of Saving tuners 
by the Doctrine and Example of 
«* Chri?, there would be little Objecti- 
on to be made to it; ſince the obtain- 
ing Eternal Life is certainly the beſt 
thing can be propoſed to Mankind, and 
the trecepts of Chriſt are Divine and 
Spiritual, Plain and Eafte to be Under- 
ſtood, and Agreeable to the Reaſon of 
Mankind ; but many other things are 
impoſed on Mcn as neceſfary to be be- 
licved concerning Chriſt Feſus, as to his 
Divinity, Incarnation, and the Hypo- 
* /tatical Union of both Natures, which 
«* perplex and confound our Underſtand- 
ings; and yet theſe things are not only 
deliverd as Myſteries of the Chriſtian 
« Faith; but the Belief of them is re- 
& quired as neceſſary to rhe Salvation 
EE of 


c& 


Co 


Cc 
cc 


at $. Laurence-Jewry. 345 


« of Sinners ; whereas, if they are Re- 
&« vealed they are no longer Myſteries; and 
< if they are not Revealed, how come 
« they to be made Articles of Faith ? 
« The Scripture knows of no other My- 
« ftertes of Faith but ſuch as were hid- 
« den betore the Revelation of them, 
« but ſince they are Revealed they are 
* plain and open to all mens Capacities ; 
<« and therefore it is a great Injury to the 
* Plainneſs and Simplicity of the Goſpel 
* to impoſe ſuch incomprehenfible My- 
<« ſteries, as Neceſlary Articles of Faith; 
* andit is Abuſing the Credulity of Man- 
* kind, to make ſuch things neceſfary 
©* to be believed, which are impoſhble 
* to be underſtood. But thoſe who have 
« ever loved to Deceive and Abuſe the 
« reſt of the World, have been always 
* fond of the Name of Myſ/terzes ; and 
* therefore all ſuch things are to be ſuſ- 
* pected, which come under that Name. 
« For, all ſuch Points which will not 
* bear Examination, muſt be wrapt up 
* and Reverenced under the Name of 
* Myſteries, that is, of things to be ſwal- D:icou/: 
* low'd without being underſtood. But 9, *4 
| * the Scripture never calls that a My- _—_ 
Ly ſtery, &«c. 
| * ftery which is Incomprehenfible in it >. 5. 
* {elf, though never fo much revealed. 
This 
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This is the main force of the Obje- 
ion, which I ſhall endeavour to re- 
move by ſhewing, 


(1.) That God may juſtly require 
from us in general, the Belief of 
what we cannot comprehend. 

(2.) That which way ſoever the Way 
of Salvation by Chriſt be explain- 
ed, there-will be ſomething of that 
Nature found in it ; and that thoſe 
who reject the Myſteries of Faith 
run into greater Difficulties than 
thoſe who aſſert them. 

(3.) That no more is required as a Ne- 
ceſſarv Article of Faith than what 
is plainly and clearly Revealed. 


(1.) That God may juſtly require 
from us in general, the Belief of what 
we cannot comprehend. It is to very 
little purpole to enquire whether the 
Word Myſtery in Scripture be applied to 
{uch particular Doctrines, whoſe Sub- 
ſtance is Revealed, but the manner of 
them 15 incomprehenſible by us; for 
why may not we make uſe of ſuch a 
Word whereby to expreſs things truely 
revealed, but abave our Comprehenſ1- 

on ? 
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on? We are certain the Word Myſtery is 
uſed for things far leſs difficult and ab- 
ſtruſe ; and why may it not then be fit- 
ly applied to ſuch matters, which are 
founded on Divine Revelation, but yet 
are too deep for us to go to the bottom 
of them ? Are there not Myfertes in Arts, 
Myſteries in Natute, Myſteries in Provi- 
dence? And what Abſurdity is there to 
call thoſe Myſteries, which in ſome Mea- 
ſure are known, but in much greater 
unknown to us ? Although therefore in 
the Language of Scripture it be granted, 
that the word Myſtery is moſt frequently 
applied, to things before hidden, but now 
revealed, yet there is no Incongruity in 
calling that a Myſtery, which being res 
vealed, hath yet ſomething in it which 
our underſtandings cannot. reach to. But 
it is meer Cavilling to inſiſt on a Word, 
if the Thing it ſelf be granted. The 
chief thing therefore to be done is, to 
ſhew that God may require from us the 
belief of ſuch things which are incom- 
prehenſjble by us. For, God may re- 
quire any thing from us, which it is rea- 
ſonable for us to do; if it be then rea- 
ſonable for us to give Aſſent where the 
manner of what God hath revealed is not 
comprehended, then God may certainly 

require 
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I-E 

require it from us. Hath not God re- 

vealed to -us that in fix days he made 
Heaven and Earth and all that is there- 

Zn 2 But is it not reaſonable for us to 
believe this, unleſs we are able to com- 
prehend the manner of God's producti- 

on of things 2 Here we have ſomething 
revealed and that plainly enough, v:z. 

that God created all things, and yet, here 

is a Myſtery remaining as to the manner 

of doing it. Hath not God plainly re- 

vealed that there ſhall be a Reſarretion 

of the dead ? and muſt we think it un- 
realonable to believe it, till we are able 

to comprehend all the changes of the 
Parcicles of Matter from the Creatzon to 

the General Reſurreftion 2 But it 1s ſaid 

that there is no Contradiftion in this, but 

there is in the Myſtery of the Trinity and 

. _ Lncarnation. |t is ſtrange Boldneſs in 
0-1r92” Men to talk thus of Monſtrous Contradi- 
Wallis kis (tions in things above their Reach. The 
ava Ler- Atheiſts may as well ſay, Infinite Power 
"B+ is a Monſtrous Contradiftion ; and God's 
Immenfity and his other unſearchable Per- 
fections are Monſtrous Paradoxes and 
ContradiFions. Will Men never learn to 
diſtinguiſh between Numbers and the Na- 

turc of Things 2 For three to be one 154 

GC ontraditfion in Numbers : but whether 

al 
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an Infinite Nature can communicate it 
ſelf to rhree different Subfaftences with- 
out. ſuch a Divifion as is among, Created 
Beings, muſt not be determin'd by bare 
Numbers, but by the Abſolute; Perfetti- 
ous of the. Divine Nature ; which muſk 
be owned to be.above our Comprehen- 
ſion, CF "© | 
. -For let us examine ſome of thoſe Per- 
ſefions which are mo{t clearly revealed 
and we ſhall find this true., ..The Scrz- 
pture plainly reveals, that God is from - ws; pan 
everlaſting to everlaſting ; that he was and c.11.y. 4 
z and is to come ; but1hall we not. believe 
the. Truth of this till we are able to fa- 
thom the Abyſs of God's Eternity 2 I ppc, 
am apt to. think . (and I have ſome c. 4p. 
thoughtful Men concurring. with me) 5* 
that there is no-greater Difficulty in the p.;av. ge 
Conception of the 7rinity and Iacarnati- Trinir.).z, 
04, than there is of Eternity. Not, -but pv lef. 
that there is great Reaſon to believe it ; | 
but from hence .it appears'that our Rea- 
ſon may oblige us to believe ſome, things 
which it is not poſſible tor us to compre- 
hend. We know that cither God mult 
have been for ever, or it is unpaſlible he 
ever ſhould be; for it he ſhould come 
into Being when he ' was not, he muſt 
have ſome Caule of his Being ; and thar 
which 
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which was the firſt Cauſe would be God. 
But, if he was for ever he muſt be from 
himſelf ; and what Notion or Concepri- 
on can we have in our Minds concern- 
ing it? And yet, 4theiſtical men can take 
no Advantage from hence ;' becauſe their 
own moſt -abſurd Hypothefis hath the 
very ſame Difficulty in it. For ſome- 
thing muſt have been for ever. And it 
is far more Reaſonable to ſuppoſe it-of 


-.. an Infinite and Eternal Mind, which hith 
_- Wiſdom and Power and Goodneſs to 


give Being'to other things, than of dull, 
ſtupid/ and ſenſleſs Matter, which could 
never move' ir (elf, nor give Being to a- 


- - ny thing beſides. Here we have there- 
- fore a thing which muſt be owned by 


all ; and yet ſuch a thing which can 
be conceived by none. Which ſhews the 
narrowneſs and ſhortneſs of our Under- 


-- Nandings, and how unfit they are to be 


the Meaſures of the Poſlibilities of things. 
Fain men would be wiſe ; they would fain 
go to the very bottom of things, when 
alas! they ſcarce underſtand the very 
Surface of them. They will allow no 
Myſteries in Religion ; and yet every 
thing is a Myſtery to them. They cry 
out of Cheats and Impoſtures under the 


Notion of Myſteries ; and yet there is 
nor 
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not- a Spire of Graſs but is a Myſtery to 
them ; they will bear with nothing in Fe- 
ligion which they cannot comprehend , 
and yet there is ſcarce any thing in the 
World which they can comprehend. But 
above other things the Divine Perfecti- 
0s, even thoſe which are moſt Abſo- 
lute and Neceſiary are above their Reach. 


FI 


For let ſuch Mea try their Imagmations . 


about God's Erernity, not meerſy how 
he ſhould be from himſelf, but how God 
ſbould coexiſt with all the Differences of 
Times, and yet. there-be no Succeflion in 
Ins own Being. I do not fay. there 1s 
ſuch Difficulty to conceive a Rock ſtan- 
ding ſtill when the Waves run by it; or 
the Gaomon of a Dial when the Shadow 
paſſes from one Figure to- another ; be- 
cauſe thele are groſs unactive things ; 
but the Difficulty is far greater where 
the Being 1s Perte& and always Active. 
For, where there 1s Succeſſion there is a 
paſling out of not being in ſuch a dura- 
tion into being in it; which is not con- 
ſiſtent with the Abſolute Pertetion of 
the Divine Nature. And theretore God 
mu! be all at once what he is, without 
any Reſpect to the Ditterence of Time 
paſt, preſent or to come. From wu hence 
Eternity was detined by Boethius to be a 

perſect 
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perfett and complete Poſſeſſion all at oxce 
of everlaſting Life. But how can we 
torm any Conception in our Minds of 
thar being all at once, which hath ſuch 
difterent Acts as muſt be. meaſur'd by a 
long Succeſſion of Time 2 As, the Crea- 
ting and Diſſolving the Frame of the 
World ; the Promiſing and ſending the 
Meſſias ; 'the Declaring and Executing, a 
general Judgment ; how can theſe things 
be conliſtent with a Permanent Inſtanr, 
or a Continuance of being without Suc- 
ceſſion?-For, it-is impoſlible for us in 
this Caſe, as to God's Eternity, to form. 
a clear and diſtin@ 7dea in our Mind, of 
that which both Reaſox and Revelation 
convince us muſt be. The moſt we can 
make of our Conception of it 1s, that 
God hath neither Beginning of Being, 
nor End of Days; | but that he always 
was and always muſt be, And this is ra- 
ther a neceſſary Concluſion from Reaſon 
and Scripture, than any diſtin Notion 
or Conception of Eternity in our Minds. 
From whence it evidently follows, thar 
God may reveal ſomething to us, which 
we are bound to believe, and yet after 
that Revelation the Manner of it may be 
incomprehenſible by us,and conſequently 


a Myſtery to us, 
| Hath 
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- Hath not God Revealed tous in Score 


ftere'the Speriteality of his:gwnt Nature? g joh. 4: 


That he i a; Sperit and therefore will be. 24- 
wornfhzp pert: iy+Spikib anch de-Fruth';  Foryi 
theig 1s are wirnySpliritnat Wor 
{bp«. ſhould be: moſt apretablecto him. 
Now; :if wercould\havezzciar; diſtiact: 
poſitive Notion) in'-our minds:itof :God's. 
Spiritual: Nature we might tHemn' pre». 
tend! chat.chere: is nothing wyfterimns it 
this; fince itris:tevealed;. 0.2) wn © 
} Bar fer. ſacl?! Men: Exanum their owt 
thoughts - abdur' this mavter'5-and try; 
wherher this ume! they'/odn attain toy 
be: not fomething'Negatiue; Viz. beoauſe 
zreat Abfurdivies would follow if: we ats 
eribured; | any: thing Corpares! toi God y 
for; then .hs' mufſt-:be' 'compounded: of 
Parts,. andfotheimay: be diſſolved; then 
he'muſt be confined 16-4 certain plac 
and not every-where: preſent! thetuns 
not have the Rower'of Acting atid Stlf- 
determining which' a meer'\ Body hatli 
riot. For 'the cknreſt Notion we can 
have of Body, *is(/' thav/ir' is made up of 
ſome things as parts. of it, which ma 
be ſeparated from each other ; ind 1s 
confined to a certain place, and-hath no 
Power to- Move or Ad from it ſelf. But 
Ada ſome 
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ſome of. thetes men who cry down My- 


- _ , eries:apdmagnificReaſon;'to ſhew how 


; ſlender-their: pretences. to, Reaſon. are, 


have'aſlerted: aCorporeal' God, with Shape 
and Figere:Igavas indeed;: well thought 
of by rhoſe: who: would: make a Mar to 
be, God;> to.bring> God'down: as near- to. 
Man 3s mightibe: + But. how +to Recon- 
cile:the:Notidgi of a:Bqdy.with Infinite 
Perfecrongiis a Myſtery tome, and' far 
above my Comprehenfionzi But if it 
be no Myflaryrita ſuch:Meh,: they muſt 
either:deny Bad's Infinite;PerfeRions or 
ſhew how abodily Shape:can:be capable 
of. the... Bux: fome-men':can-contound 
Finite and:Jafinite, . Body and Spirit, God 
and May, andyet are for no. Hy/teries ; 
whereas::theſeyhings are: farther from 
our Reachiand Comprehenſion, than a- 
ny of cthoſs:Nodrines:which: they find 


feult with, :; But to proceed, : 


--'If we believe Prophecy, we mult be: 
lieve God's fore-knowledge of future Events : 
For, how:could they be fore-told if. he 
did not fore-know them'? And if he did 
fore-know thaſe which he did fore-tell, 
then it was, cither becauſe -thoſe only 
were revealed to him which is incon- 
fitent with the Divine PerfeQtions ; wy 

Lat 
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that he doth fore-know all other Events 
and only thought fitting to Reveal theſe: 
But how can they Solve the Difficulties 
about Divine Preſciente 3 Is there no My- 
ftery in this 2 Nothing above their Com- 
prehenſion 2 What then made their 
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great Maſter deny it, as a thing above $c«in.Prad. 
his Comprehenſion 2 Becauſe nothing © **- 


can be fore-known but what hath a cer- 
tain Cauſe, and' therefore, if evil Acti- 
ons be fore-told, God muſt be the Cauſe 
of them, and Men will not be free A- 
gents in them. And yet it is moſt cer- 
rain, that the Sufferings of Chriſt by the 
Wickedneſs of Men, were fore-told. 
What then 2 Muſt we make God the Au- 
thor of Sin 2 God forbid. Will the 
righteous Judge of all the Earth, puniſh 
Mankind for his owh Adts, which they 
could not avoid ? Then we muſt yield, 
that there is ſomething in the manner of 
the Divine Preſcience, which 1s above 
our Comprehenſion. And the moſt 
Searching and Inquiſitive Men have been 
forc'd to yield it at laſt, as to the Con- 
nection between the Certainty of Pre» 
ſcience and the Liberty of human Adti- 
ons. Is it not then much better to fit 


down quietly at firſt, Adoring the Inft- 
Aa 2 niteneſs 
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niteneſs of God's incomprehenſible Per- 
feQions, than after all the huftings and 
Cojetanin diſputings of Men to ſay, 1» Ignorantil 
ate. ſold quietem invenio, as the great School- 
man did ? Surely then, here is ſome» 
thing plainly revealed, and yet the man- 
ner of it is {till a My/tery to. us. 

[ ſhall not now infiſt on any more of 
the particular Attributes,. of God, but 
only in general I defire: to know, whe- 
ther they believe them: tobe finite or ins 
finite 2. If to be finite, then. they muſt 
have certain bounds and limits which 
they cannor exceed ; and.that muſt. et- 
ther be from the Imperieion of Na- 
ture, or from a Superiour Cauſe, both 
which are repugnant to the very Being 
of God. If they believe them to be m- 
finite, how can they comprehend them 2 
We are ſtrangely puzzled in plain, ordi- 
nary, finite things ; but it is madneſs to 
pretend to comprehend what is Infinite ; 
and yet if the Perfeftions of God be 
not Jxfinite they cannot belong to 
Him. | 

I ſhall only add, in Conſequence to 
this Aſleriion, That if nothing us to be be- 
lieved, but what may be comprehended, 
the very Being of Ged muſt be rejected 

t00. 
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too. And therefore I deſire all ſuch who 
talk {0 warmly againſt any Myſteries in 
Religion to confider whoſe Work it is 
they are doing ; even theirs who under 
this pretence go about to overthrow all 
Religion. *© For, ſay they, Relrgzon is 
* a Myſtery in its own Nature ; nat this 
* or that , or the other Religion ; but 
* they are all alike, all 'is Myfery ; 
* and that is but another Name for 
* Fraud and Impaſture. What were the 
* Heathen Myfteries but tricks of Prie/t- 
* Craft ; and ſuch are maintained and 
* kept up in all kinds of Religion. If 
* therefore theſe men, who talk againſt 
* Myſteries underſtand themſelves, they 
* muſt in purſuance of their Principles 
* reject one God, as well as three Perſons ; 
© For, as longas they believe an Infi- 
* nite and Incomprehenſible Being, it is 
* Nonſenſe to rejedt any other Doctrine, 
© which relates to an »fivite Being, be- 
* cauſe it is Incomprehen/ible. 

But yet theſe very Men, who ſcem 
to purſue the Conſequence of this Prin- 
ciple to the utmoſt, muſt aſſert ſome- 
thing more incomprehenſibie than che 
Being of God. For, I appeal to any man 
of common Underſtanding, whether it 

Aaz}3 be 
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be not more agreeable toReaſon to ſup- 
poſe Works of Skill, Beauty and Order 
to be the Effes of a Wiſe and Intelli- 
gent Being, than of Blind Chance and 
Unaccountable Neceſlity ; whether ir 
be not more agreeable to the Senſe of 
Mankind to ſuppoſe an Infinite and E- 
ternal Mind endued with all poflible 
PerfeRions to be the Maker of this vi- 
ſible World ; than, that it ſhould ſtart 
out from it ſelf, without Contrivance, 
without Order , without Cauſe 2 Cer- 
tainly ſuch men have no Reaſon to find 
fault with the Myſteries of Religion be- 
cauſe they are #comprehenſiblefince there 
is nothing ſo Abſurd and Tncomprehen- 
ſible, as their darling Zyporthefis ; And, 
there is nothing which can make it pre- 
vail, but to ſuppoſe Mankind to be as 
Dull and Inſenſible as the firſt Chaos. 


Thus I have ſhewn that it is not un- 
reaſonable for God to require from us 
the Belief of ſomething which we can- 
not comprehend. | | 


(2.) I now come to conſider, whe- 
ther thoſe who are fo afraid of zncom- 
prehenfible Myſteries in c Faith, have 
made 
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made it ſo much{more calie in,the- Way 
they have taken. , And; nocwithſtand- 
ing all:the; Heftoring talk againſt. My- 
feeries and. things. incomprehenſible, 

Religion, I. find; more; jnſnperable Di 
cultics in, point of, Reaſon1n.their Way 
than in ours... As:for inftance,.... .-- * 


(1.) It is. a. more Regaſhnahle thing 
to ſuppoſe. ſomething. Myſterious. in the 
Eternal Son of God's berng.with the, Far 
ther before the World was made -by him. 
(as S. John expreſſes it in.the beginning 
of. his Goſpel). than in ſuppoſing that 
although John the Baptiſt were born ſix 
Months before Jeſus Chriſt. ;;; that yet. 
Chriſt was in Dignity. ;before. him. 
What a wonderful Myſtery is. this? Can 
Men have' the Face to -cxy'down My{te- 
ries in deep Speculations, - and, matters 
of a high and abſtruſe Natuye, when they 
make {uch, Myſteries of plain: and eaſe 
things? And; ſuppoſe the., Evangeli/t in 
profound Language . and olgtty, :Expreſli- 


-0ns to prove..a thing, 'which-was.never 
diſputed, w4z. although Chrife Feſps. were 
born fix Months after. John, yes he. was 


ia Dignity, before | him 3, Yet-this. was 
a Myſtery, which, as Iremember; Fau- 
He Aa 4 tus 
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(2) #t'is # more! Reaſorrable thing v N 
© "ia Divine Perfon Thou uf 
for flien Nature, and-to' the Word 
# be mide Fleſh; than v0%y, that an 
Attribute? of-God, his [dons or Power 
is made Fle , which is a Myſtery be- 
Fond all'Comprehenſion ; There may 
be ſome Difficulties in our Conception 
of: the other,” butthis is «thing beyond 
all Conceptib or Inugioation ; For an 
Accident te'be made a Subſtance i is as ab- 
Aurd,' as to Iragin it ko fubjf withour 
Ras 22 2528 

-- (3.Y It :dore Realonable to ſuppoſe 
that the Son of God- ſhould'icome down 
from Hedven and take onr Nature upon 
him, thaf'that a man ſhould be rapt up 
<4nto- Heaven; that it might be” ſaid that 
'he cine down from thenee. | For in the 
former Sappdſition* we'tave' many 0- 
ther places' of Scripture to ſupport it, 
which- ſpear of his Being with God, and 
having Glory with him before the World 
was ; whereas there 4s nothing for the 
other, btt only. that it is- neceffary to 
make- ſome tokrable | Senſe” of thoſe 
words. 


dB 
' (4) It 
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4.) It is moreReaſonable to believe 
that Ged ſhould become Mas by taking 
our/Nature upon him, than that Mar 
Hhould become God. For in the former, 
there is nothing but the Difficulty of 
wonceiving 'the Manner of the Union, 
which we all grant to be fo between 
Soul and Body ; but in the other there 
is a Repugnancy in the very Conception 
vF'aCreated God, of an Eternal Son of 
iHdam , of Onnipotent {nfirmity, of an 
Tefinite finite Being. In the former Caſe, 
an finite is united to a Finite ; but in 
the other a Finite becomes Infinite. 
| (5) It is more Reaſonable to believe 
that Chriſt Feſus ſhould ſuffer as he did 
for our ſakes than for hs own. We are 
all agreed that the Sufferings of Chrift 
were far beyond any thing he deſerved 
-at God's hands ; but what Account then 
is to be given of them? We ſay that 
he made himſelf a voluntary Sacrifice 
for Expiation of the Sins of Mankind ; 
and fo there was a great and noble End 
deſigned, and no Injury done to a wil- 
ling Mind ; and the Scriptare as plaialy 
expreſſes this, as it can do in Words. 
But others deny this, and make him to 
ſuffer as one wholly Innocent; for what 

Caule ? 
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Cauſe ? To make the moſt Innocent Per- 
ſons as apprehenſive of Suffering as the 
moſt Guilty ; and the moſt righteous 
God to put no difference between them, 

with Reſpect to Suffering. = 
(6.) It is more Reaſonable to ſuppoſe 
ſuch a Condeſcenſion in the Son of 'God 
to take upon him the Form of. a Ser- 
vant for our Advantage ; than that a 
meer Man ſhould be Exalted to the-ZHo- 
zour and Worſhip which belongs only zo 
God. For, on the one ſide, there is.no- 
thing but what is agreeable to the Di- 
vine Nature, viz. finite Love and: Cov- 
deſcenfion and Pity to Mankind ; on the 
other, there is the greateſt Deſign :of 
Self-Exaltation that ever was in Hu- 
man Nature, viz. for a meer Man to 
have the moſt Eſſential Attributes and 
Tncommunicable Honour which belongs to 
God. And whether of theſe two is 
more agreeable to the Spirit and De- 
ſign of the New Teſtament , let. any 
man of underſtanding judge. For as it 
is evident, chat the great Intention of 
it is to magnitic the wonderful Love of 
God in the ſending of his Son ; ſo it is 
as plain that one great End of the Ghri- 
ſtian Doctrine was to take a" off 
rom 
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from giving Divine Worſhip to Crea- 
tures; and can we then ſuppoſe that at 
the ſame time it ſhould ſet up the Worſhip 
of a meer Man with all the Zonour and 
Adoration which belongs to God > This 
is to me an comprehenſible Myſtery in- 
deed, and far beyond all that is implied 
in the Myſteries of the Trinity and Incar- 
mation. For it Subverts the very Foun- 
dation of the Deſign of Chriſtianity as to 
the Reforming do/atry then in being; it 
lays theFoundation for introducing it into 
the World again; for ſince the Diſtance 
between God and his Creatures 1s taken 
away, in the matter of Worſhip, there 
is nothing lefr but the Declaration of 
his Will ; which doth not exclude more 
Mediators of Tnterceſion but upon this 
Ground, that the Mediation of Redem- 
ptionis the Foundation of that of Zuterceſ- 
fron. And it is far more ealie for us to 
ſuppoſe there may be ſome things too 
hard for us to underſtand in the Myſte- 
ry. of our Redemption by Feſus Chriſt, 
than that at the ſame it ſhould be both 
a Duty and aSin to Worſhip any but 
the zrue God with proper Divine Wor- 
ſhip. For if it be Idolatry to give it to 
a Creature, then it is a great Sin ; for 

{o 
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ſo the Scripture ſtill accounts it ; but 
if we are bound to give it to Chriſt 
who is but a Creature, then that which 
in it ſelf is a Sin, is now become a Ne- 
ceſſary Duty ; which overthrows ' the 
Natural Differences jof Good and Evil, 
and makes /dolatry to be a meer Arbi- 
zrary thing. And I take it for granted, 
that in Matters of Religion, Moral Dif- 
ficulties are more to be regarded than 
Tntelleftual ; becauſe Religion was far 
more defigned for a Rule of our AQi- 
ons, than for the Satisfaction of our 
Curioſity. And upon due Examination 
we ſhall find that there isno ſuch fright- 
ful Appearances of Difficulties in the 
Myſtery of the Incarnation, as there is in 
giving Divine Worſhip to a Creature. 


And it ought to be obſerved, that 
thoſe very Places which are ſuppoled 
a exclude Cariſt from being the true 
3” God; muſt, if they have any force, ex- 
a clude him from Divine Worſhip. For 
1 ©: 6.6. they are ſpoken of God, as the Objet 
Secin. ad of our Worſhip; but if he be not exclu- 
9647, ded from Divine Worſhip, chen neither is 
c. 11. Ca- he from being the true God ; which they 
_ grant he is by Office, but not by Natere. 
” But 
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| But a God by Office who-is not ſo by 
Nature is a new and avcomprehenfible 
Myſtery. A Myſtery hidden from Ages 
aud Generations as to the Church of God ; 
but not wade known by the Goſpel of his 
Son. & 6: 100" 

. This is ſuch a kind of. Myfery as the 
Heathen Prieſts had, who had. Gods many 
and Lords many, 25 the Apeſitle faith, 2. e. » Cor. 8.5. 
many &y Office although but one by Na- 
ture. Bur if the Chriſtian Religion had 
owned exe God by Nature and. only one by 
Offce, the Heathens had' been to blame 
chiefly in the Number of their Gods by 
Offce, and. not in the divine Worſhip 
which they gave to them. But S. Paw 
blames the -Heathens for doing Service to Gal. 4. 8. 
them which by Nature are uo Gods ; not 
; for doing it without Divine Authority, 
| nor for miſtaking the Perſon who was 
God by Office, but in giving Divine 
Worſhip to them who by Nature were ne 
Gods ; which he would never have ſaid, 
if by the Chriſtian Dodrine,. Divine 
Worſhip were to be given to one who was 
not God by Nature. 

Burt theſe are indeed incomprehenfible 
Myſteries how a Man by Nature can be 
a God realy and truely by Office ; how 

the 
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the Incommunicable . Perfe&tions of th® 
Divine Nature can be communicated to 
a Creature ; how God ſhould gzve his 
Glory to another, and by his own Com- 
mand require that to be given to a Crea- 
ture, which himſelf had abſolutely for- 
bidden to be given to any beſides him- 
ſelf. It is faid by a famous Jeſuit (I will 
not ſay how agreeably to their own Do- 
Smiglec.de Atrines and Praftices about Divine Wor- 
Divin., ſhip) that the Command of God cannot make 
carn. Nat. him worthy of Divine Worſhip, who without 
P-45 ſuch a Command is not worthy of it. And 
it is very abſurd to ſay, that he that is un- 
worthy of it without a Command, can be- 
come worthy by it ; for it makes God to 
command Divine Honour to be given to one 
who cannot deſerve it. (For no meer 
 Frva1,*- Man can deſerve to be made God.) Bur 
p.42. #t is more agreeable to the Divine Nature 
ard Will not to give his Honour to a Crea- 

ture. 

(3.) But after all the InveQtives of 
theſe Enemies to Myſteries, we do not 
make that which we ſay is /rcomprehen- 
fible to be a Neceſſary Article of Faith as 
it is /xcompreheufible; but we do affert 
that what is [ncomprehenfible as to the 


Manner, may be a Neceſſary Article as 
far 
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far as it is plainly Revealed. As in the 
Inſtances I have 'already mentioned of 
the Creation and Reſurreion of the Dea ; 
would they in earneſt have Men turn 
Tufidels as to theſe things till they are 
able to comprehend all the difficulties 
which relate to them? If not, why ſhould 
this ſuggeſtion be allow'd as to the My- 
fteries which relate to our Redemption by 
Feſus Chriſt 2 Tf it be ſaid, the Caſe is not 
alike for thoſe are clearly Revealed and 
theſe are not ; this brings it to the true and 
proper Iſſue of this matter, and if we do 
not prove a clear. Revelation, we do not 
aſſert their being -Neceſſary Articles of 
Faith ; but my preſent buſineſs was only 
to take off this Obje&ion, That the My- 
fteries were Incomprehenſible and theres 
fore not to be received by us. 


II. And fo come to the ſecond Way, 
by which we are to Examin the ſeveral 
Senſes of Chriſt Jeſus. coming to ſave Sin- 
ners: Which of them tends more to the. 
Benefit and Advantage of Mankind ; or 
which is more worthy of all Acceptati- 
on 


And that will appear by conſtdering 
theſe chings ; 
(1.) Which 
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_ '(n.) Which tends moſt! to the: rats 


og our Eſteem and\Zave of Chriſt 


59 Whack tends moſd to the Ti 
ting' in us a greater Hatred off 


Sa. 
(3.) Which tends moſb to the 
- thening our Hope of Salvatio 


— Fojes Chrift. - 


(r) As to the raiſing in us: a creates 
Efteers and Love of Chriſt. We. are cer» 
taunt that the Infinize: Love and}: Conde» 
feenfion of E£brift Fefur in. undertaking; 
ſ{ucka Work es the ſaving of Sinuers: makes 
it moſt warthy of all Accepration. Some 
Men nay pleafe themſelves in thinking 


that by ikea away alt Myfteries they 


have =o their Fazth more eafie; but 
I am certain they have extremely leſ- 
fend the Argument. for our Love, viz. 
the Apprehenſfions of the wonderfull 
w_ and Condeſcenſion of Chriſt: in 

into the World 7 ſave Sinners. 
And yet this i the great Argument of 
the New Teſtament to perſwade Man- 
kind to the Love of God and of his Son": 


Jeh. 3-16: Godl fo loved the World that he gave his 


only begotten $on, &c. This is indeed a 
mighty 


. 
Gt 
- 
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mighty Argament of Love, if by the 
only begotten Son be meant the Eternal 
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Son of God, who came down from Heaven, v. 13- 


as S. Fohn ſpeaks juft before ; but it no 
more be meant but only that God made 
a meer Man to bez his Son, and after he 
had preached a while here oft Earth and 
was ill uſed and crucified by his own 
People, he Exalted him to be God and 
gave him Divine Attributes and Honours ; 
this were an Argument of great Love to 
the Perſon of Chriſt, but not to the reſt 
of Mankind. But God's Love in Scripture 
is magnified with Reſpe&t to the World in 
the lending of h's Son. Jn this was mant- 
feſted. faith the Apoſtle, the Love of God 
towards us, becauſe that God ſent his only 
begotten Son into tre World that we ſhould 
live through him. Ferein is love, not 
that we loved God. but that he loved us, and 
ſent his Son to be a Propetiation for our 
Sins. The great Love we ſtill fee is 70- 
wards us, 1. e. towards Mankind, but ac- 
cording to the other Senie ir mult have 
been. Herein was the Love of God mani- 
felted to his Son, that for his Sufferings 
he exalred him above all Creatures. He 


that ſpared not bis own Son, ſaith S. Paul, Rom.$.32. 


but deliver d him up for us all. It he 
werethe Eternal Son of God who came to 
B b {utier 


1 Joh 4. 9. 


V. 


IQ. 
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ſuffer for us, there is a mighty force and 
Emphaſis in this Expreſſion, and very apt 


- to raiſe our Admiration and our Love ; 


John1. 14. 
ch. 3.v.16. 
Luk. 3.22. 


But what zot ſparing his own Son is there, 
if nothing were meant but that he de- 
ſigned by Sufterings to Exalt him? For 
not Sparing im {uppoles an Antecedent 
Relation of the higheſt Kindneſs, but the 
other is only deſigning extraordinary 
Kindneſs for the ſake of his Sufferings. 
Therefore, the Argument ſor the Love 
of God is taken from what his Sox was, 
when he deliver'd him up for us all ; he 
was his own Sou ; not by Adoption as 0- 
thers are; S. Jobacalls him, his ozly be- 
gotten Son ; and God himielf, his beloved 
Sox in the Voice from Heaven ; and this 
before his Sufferings, immediately after 
his Baptiſm, when as yet, there was no- 
thing extraordinary done by him, as to 
the great Deſign of his coming. Which 
ſhews, that there was an Antecedent Re- 
lation between him and the Father ; and 
that therein the Love of God and of Chriſt 
was manifeſted, that being the only begor- 
ten Son of the Father, he ſhould take our 
Nature upon him and for our ſakes do and 
ſufter what he did. This is indeed an - 
Argument great enough to raiſe our 
Admiration, to excite our Devotion, to 

in- 
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inflame our Aﬀections ; but how flat and 
low doth it appear, when it comes to no 
more than this, that there was a Man, 
whom, after his Sufferings, God raiſed 
from the dead and made him a God by 
Ofice? Doth this carry any ſuch Argu- 
ment in it for our Eſteem and Love and 
Devotion to him as the other doth"upon 
the molt ſerious Conſideration of it? 
(2.) Which tends moſt to beget in 
us a greater /Zatred of Sin. For that is 
ſo contrary to the Way of our Salvation 
by Jeſus Chriſt, that what tends moſt to 
our Hatred of it, muſt conduce moſt 
to our Happineſs, and therefore be moſt 
worthy of all Acceptation. It 1s an on 
all hands, that Chriſt did ſuffer very 
much both in his Mind and in his Body. 
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In his Mind, when it is ſaid, zhat he was Joh.13.-21. 


troubled in Spirit ; that he began to be ſor- 
rowfull and very heavy ; and ſoon after, 


My Soul is exceeding ſorrowfull, even un- 


Matr. 26. 
37, 38. 


to death. S. Luke \aith, that he was in Mark 14. 


. an Agony; wherein he not only prayed 33, 3+ 


more earneſtly, but his ſweat was as it 
were great Drops of Blood falling to the 
oa, What made this Amazement, 
and dreadfull Agony in the mind of the 
maſt innocent Perſon ina the World 2 
Was it meerly the Fear of the Pains of 
| Bb 2 Death 


$222.44 


P 


1Per.2.2 


3. 18. 
2Cor. 5.21. 
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Ceath which he was to undergo? That 
is impoſſible, conſidering the Aſſurance 
which h_ had of ſo glorious a Reward fo 
{oon following after ; when ſo many 
Martyrs endured ſuch exquiſite Torments 


for his ſ:ke withour any luch Diſturbance 


or Conſternation. Y7ur the Apoſtles give 


. us another Account of it. S. Peter faith, 


he was to bear eur Sins in his own bo- 
dy on the tree; that Chriſt ſuffered for 
Sins, the juſt for the unjuſt. S. Paul, that 
God made him to be Sin for us who knew 
no Sin, that we might be made the righte- 
ouſneſs of G:d in him. Hereby we un- 
der{tand how ſo innocent a Perſon came 
to ſuffer; he flood in our Stead ; he was 
made Sin for us; and theretorc was to be 
rreated as a Sinner ; and to ſuffer that on 
our Account, which he could not de- 
ſerve on his own. It he ſufterd on his 
own Account, this were the way to fill 
our Minds with perplexity concerning 
the Juſtice of Providence with 'Reſpe&t 
to his dealings with the moſt innocent 
and holy Perſons in this World ; If he 
ſuffer'd on our Account, then we have 
the Benefit of his Sufferings, and therein 
we ſee how diſplealing to God fin is, 
when even his own Son ſuffer'd ſo much 
by taking the guilt of our Sins upon _ 
- [VE An 


uo en. re 
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And what can tend more to the beget- 
ting in us a due hatred of fin, than to 
conſider, what Chriſt himſelf ſuffter'd on 
the Account of it 2 What can make us 
have more dreadful thoughts of it, than 
that the great and mercitul God, when 
he defigned to Save ſinners, yet would 
have his own Son to become a Propi- 
tiation for the Sins of Mankind 2 And 


unleſs we allow this, we muſt put force 


upon the plaineſt Expreſſions of Scri- 
pture ; and make Chriſt to ſuffer meer- 
ly to ſhew God's Power over a moſt 
innocent Perſon, and his Will and Plea- 
{ure to inflict the moſt ſevere Puniſh- 
ment without any Reſpeft to Guilt. 
And ſurely ſuch a Notion of God, can- 
not be worthy of all Acceptation. | 
\ (3:) Which tends moſt to ſtrengthen 
our Hope of Salvation by Chriſt Jeſus. 
If we believe rhat he ſuffer'd for our 
Sins , then we have great Reaſon ro 
hope for the Forgiveneſs of them ; al- 
though they have been many and great, 
if we ſincerely Repent ; becauſe the 
molt prevailing Argument for Deſpair 
will be removed ; which 1s taken from 
the Juſtice of God, and his declared ZHa- 
tred of Sin and Diſpleaſure againſt Sin- 
mers. If God be ſo much in earneſt dif 
"yy pleaſed 
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pleaſed with the Sins of Mankind, and 
his Juſtice be concerned in the. Punith- 
ment of Sinners, how can they ever 
hope to eſcape, unlels there be a way 
for his Diſpleaſure to be removed, and 
his Juſtice to be ſatisfied ? And this the 
Scripture tells us is done by Chriſt, who 


- died that he might be a Sacrifice of A4- 
. tonement to Reconcile us toGod by hisDeath ; 


as S. Paul expreſly affirms. And by this 


' means, we may have ſtrong Conſola- 


tion from the Hopes of Forgivenels of 
our Sins. Whereas, if this be taken a- 
way, either Men muſt believe that God 
was not in earneſt difpleaſed with 
the Sins of Mankind ; which muſt ex- 
ceedingly leſſen our Eſteem of the Z7o- 
lineſs and Fuſtice of God ; or if he were 
ſo diſpleaſed, that he laid afide this Diſ- 
pleaſure, without any Atonement or Sa- 
crifice of Expiation. And ſo, as many 
as look on God's Juſtice and Holineſs 
as neceſſary and eſſential Attributes of 
God, will be in danger of ſinking into 
the Depths of Dcſpair, as often as they 
Refle@ ſrriouſly on the Guilt of their 
Sins. But on the other fide, if we be- 
lieve. that while we were Eremjes, we 
were recouciled to God by the death of 
his Sox ; then we may have Peace we 
CB O08 | God 
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God through our Lord Jeſus Chriſt ; and 
have Reaſon to believe that there will be 
n0 Condemnation to them that are in Chriſt 
Jeſus by a lively Faith and ſincere Re- 
pentance ; then they may with Comfort 
look up to God as a Reconciled Father, 
through Jeſus Chriſt our Medzator ; then 
they may with inward SatisfaCtion look 
beyond the Grave, and ſtedfaſtly hope 
for that Salvation which Chriſt pur- 
chaſed on Earth and will at laſt beſtow 
on all ſuch as Love and Obey him. 
To which God of his Infinite Mercy 
bring us all through Jeſus Chriſt. For, 
This is a faithful Saying and worthy of all 
Acceptation, that he came into the World 
to ſave Sinners. 
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Several Conferences between a Romiſh Prieft, a Fana- 

rick Chaplain, and a Divine of the Church of England ; 
being a full Anſwer tothe Jate Dialogues of 7. G. Ofav. 

A Diſcourſe concerning Bonds of Reſignation of Be- 
nefices in Point of Law and Conſcience, in O#ave. 

A Diſcourſe concerning the Illegality of -rhe Eccle- 
ſiaſtical Commiſhon, in Anſwer to the Vindication and 
Defence of it: wherein the true notion of the Legal Su- 
premacy is cleared ; and an Account is given of the Na- 
ture, Original and Miſchief of che Diſpenſing Power. 

The Council of Trent Examin'd and Diſprov'd by C3- 
tholick Tradition, in the main Points in Controverſies 
between Us and the Church of Rome ; with a particu- 
lar Account of the Times and Occaſions of Introdu- 
cing them. 

he Unreaſonableneſs of Separ»tion, or an Impartial 
account of the Hiſtory, Nature and Pleas of the preſent 
Separation from the Communion of the Ch. of Engl. 4to. 

The Grand Queſtion concerning the Biſhops Right to 
vote in Parliament in Cafes Capital ftated and argued, 
from the Parliament-Rolls and rhe Hiſtory of former 
times ; with an Enquiry into their Peerage, and the 
Three Eſtates in Parliament. OZavo. 
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